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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Wittiam Ameross, Q.C., has been appointed a Master in 
Lunacy in the place of Mr. Balwer, Q.C., dec2ased. 





A tenoruy set of rules and forms under the Benefices Act, 
1888, dated the 16th inst., has just been issued, and we hope t» 
print them next week. 





WE vunNDERSTAND that the Master of the Rolls has been 
suffering from a severe cold, and will not be able to take his 
seat in court this week. We believe that there is no founda- 
tion for the rumour of his contemplated retirement, which has 
caused much concern this week. 





Dvartnc rue absence of the Master of the Rolls, Lords Justices 
Riesy and Vavenan Wititams have been e d on inter- 
locutory appeals. On Thursday, having pm y of their list 
before the mid-day adjournment, the court rose until Monday. 
It was stated that there were no more interlocutory appeals 
from either division ready for hearing. 


Ws prryr elsewhere a rule under the Judicial Trustees Act, 
1896, which has been published pursuant to the Rales Publica- 
tion Act, and which, being declared to be urgent, operates at 
once. Under this rule, when an official of the court is judicial 
trustee, the Bauk of England, or any other corporation or com- 
pany, can allow him to hold stock under his official title, and 
the official for the time being holding the office will be able to 
deal with the stock and to receive the dividends as though the 
stock stood in his own name. The official may also, ueder the 
circumstances mentioned in the rule, give a letter of attorsey 


authorizing the bank or the company, or its officers, or any 
other person, to deal with the stocks and receive the dividends. 


Ws sex with rogret that there is a proposal (now stated t> be 


ustice to fill the vacancies 
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pa‘. .v°e is, of course, no doubt. But there is equally little 
doubt that his absence would have a very detrimental effect on 
the business of the Queen’s Bench Division, and that his selec- 
tion is by no means a necessity. He has himself taken a pro- 
minent part in urging the appointment of additional judges, 
and before the idea of reducing in so signal a manner the 
efficiency of the division is entertained, it should be made clear 
that the necessary reinforcement wiil be forthcoming. But, 
indeed, there is no such paucity of competent men as to make 
the selection of Lord Russztt a matter of urgency. The House 
of Lords can more easily spare a member than the Queen’s 
Bench Division its head, and—to mention one name only— 
Lord Macnacuren has qualifications for the post which in some 
respects may be thought to surpass those of Lord Russet, 





Tue supement of Lord Macnacuren in Lal Cowley v. 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue contains a passage which it is 
to be hoped the authorities at Somerset House will take to 
heart. He said: “The result is that, in my opinion, the 
commissioners are wrong from beginning to end on the main 
point. Some people think the Act a harsh Act as it stands; 
it would be intolerable if it could be construed as the commis- 
sioners desire to construe it.’ A more severe condemnation of 
the recent methods of the commissioners could hardly be uttered. 
There was a time when the authorities at Somerset House 
construed the provisions of the Succession Duty Act with some- 
thing like judicial fairness between the Crown and the subject ; 
and in accordance with ths well ssttled rule that, in the case 
of statutes imposing a pecuniary burden, the subject is not to be 
taxed unless the language of the statute clearly imposes the 
obligation (Hull Dock Co. v. Browne, 2 B. & Ad., at p. 59; Re 
J. Thorley, 1891, 2 Ch., at p. 623), and that the taxpayer has a 
right to stand upon the literal construction of the words used in 
the statute, whatever may be the consequences (Pryce v. Mon- 
mouthshire Canal and Railway Companies, 4 App. Oas., at p. 208). 
Recognizing that in a large majority of cases the subject 
will be likely rather to pay an amount illegally claimed 
than to run the risk of litigation with the Crown, the Revenue 
authorities in former days took care to see, before a claim 
was made, that it was clearly warranted by the words of the 
statute. In recent years, however, their sole object appears to 
have been to extort as large a sum as possible from the subject, 
and, with a view to this, to place strained constructions on the 
provisions of the Death Duties Acts, and to say to the subject 
who argues against the claim, ‘‘ Very well, that is our con- 
tention; go to the court and see whether you can get it 
reversed.” This, we venture to think, is a wholly improper 
attitude on the part of a Government offics; and we trust that 
the lessons the Commissioners have received in Attorney-General 
v. Beech and now in Lar! Cowley’s case will produce some change 
in a procedure which verges on oppression. 


Tue Hovse of Lords have upset with much ease the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Hurl Cowley’s case (46 W. R. 222), 
and have given further evidence of the desire shewn recently in 
Attorney-General v. Beech (47 W. R. 257) to place a common- 
sense construction upon the provisions of the Finance Act, 1894, 
With the arguments involved in the judgments we propose to 
deal more fully on a future occasion, but the result of the 
decision can be shortly stated. Property was settled on A. for 
life with remainder to B. in tail. A. and B. joined to bar the 
entail and took a joint power of appointment over the fee, the 
limitations in default of appointment being to A. for life with 
remainder to B. in tail. They then, under the power of appoint- 
ment, mortgaged the fee for £230,000, A. died, and the 
question arose whether estate duty was chargeable on the gross 
value of the settled estate, which was over £538,000, or 
only on the net value after deducting the £230,000. The 


Divisional Court (Potxock, B., and Bruce, J.) held that the 
mortgage was to be deducted. The Court of Appeal (A. L. 
Surrz, Ricsy, and Corus, L.JJ.) by singularly artificial 
reasoning, decided otherwise. They treated the mortgage as a 
mortgage separately of the life estate and of the remainder 
in tail. When the life estate ceased, the charge of £230,000 on 





it ceased also, and the entirety of the property passed to B. In 
the House of Lords there seems to have been some uncertainty 
as to whether section 1 of the Finance Act governed the case, or 
whether it was necessary to bring in section 2 (1) (4) relating 
to property in which the deceased had an interest ceasing on 
his death. But this uncertainty, though it may cause difficulty 


in the future, had no influence upon the result. Under which- 
ever provision the property enjoyed in his lifetime by A. was to 
be considered as passing on death, yet that property was only the 
equity of redemption, and the sum aman with duty was the 
£538,000 less the £230,000. In other words the Crown is not 
entitled to charge on a sum exceeding the real value of the 
property to the person who takes it on the death in question. 





TuE TENDENCY of recent decisions has been in the direction of 
leaviang a mortgagee quite unfettered ia the exercise of his 
power of sale, provided only that he acts bond fids towards the 
mortgagor. Atone time the mortgagee was treated as a trustee 
for the mortgagor (see yer Lord Etpon in Downss v. Grazebrook, 
3 Mer. 207), but any such conception of the relationship has 
been long set aside. The modern rule was well stated by Kay, 
J., in Warner v. Jacob (30 W. R. 731, 20 Ch. D. 220). If the 
mortgagee exercises his power of sale bond fide for the purpose 
of realizing his debt, the court will not interfere, even though 
the sale be very disadvantageous, unless, indeed, the price be so 
low as to be in itself evidence of fraud. More recently the law 
has been considered in Vurrar v. Furrars (Limited) (87 W. R. 
196, 40 Ch. D. 395) and Kennedy v. De Trafford (45 W. R. 
671; 1897, A. C. 180). In the former case the Court of 
Appeal held that a mortgagor had no redress for a dis- 
advantageous sale, provided the mortgagee acted bond jfide 
and took reasonable precautions to obtain a proper price. 
In the latter case aan HerscHEt intimated that good faith 
was sufficient by itself. ‘“‘I am myself disposed to think,” 
he said, “that if a mortgagee in exercising his power 
of sale exercises it in good faith, without any intention of 
dealing unfairly by the mortgagor, it would be very difficult 
indeed, if not impossible, to establish that he had been guilty 
of any breach of duty towards the mortgagor.” At the sama 
time the power of sale must be so exercised that a price can be 
independently fixed, and hence it is an absolute rule that the 
mortgagee cannot be himself the purchaser. It has been 
held also that the same disability attaches to an agent, 
such as a solicitor, whom he employs ia the conduct of 
the sale. ‘It is quite clear,” said Norru, J., in Martinson 
v. Clowes (30 W. R. 795, 21 Ch. D., p. 860), “that a 
mortgages exercising his power of sale cannot purchase the 
property on his own account, and I think it clear also that 
the solicitor or agent of such mortgagee acting for him in the 
matter of the sale cannot do so either.” Notwithstanding this 
dictum, however, Cozens-Harpy, J., in Nutt v. Zaston (reported 
elsewhere) has considered the later cases as warranting an 
extension of the law on the point. When it is settled that the 
mortgagee is is no sense a trustee for the mortgagor, and that 
he is only bound to act in good faith, the mortgagor is not con- 
cerned with the relation between the mortgagee and the 
purchaser, provided only there is no suggestion of collusion. A 
sale by the mortgagee to his solicitor does not necessarily 
suggest collusion, and Cozens-Harpy, J., held that, under the 
circumstances of the case before him, such a sale was valid as 
against the mortgagor. 





Tue Decision of the House of Lords in Powell v. The Kempton 
Park Racecourse Co, sets at rest the vexed question as to whether 
the ordinary betting-ring or enclosure on a racecourse is & 
“ place” within the meaning of the Betting Act, 1853, so as to 
make the owners of it criminally liable under that Act. In the 
well-known case of Hawke v. Dunn (1897, 1 Q. B. 579) five 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division decided that a bookmaker 
who had plied his trade in a similar enclosure was liable to be 
convicted of an offence under the Act. That case being a 
criminal matter could not be carried to a higher court. In the 
Kempton Park case the company were the owners of the race- 
course with its enclosure, and the action was brought by a 
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shareholder to restrain them from opening or keeping the 
enclosure for the purpose of persons using the same betting with 
persons resorting thereto. Thus, practically the same question as 
that decided in Hawke v. Dunn was raised in a civil action which 
could be made the subject of an appeal: and this was done 
with the object of testing the correctness of the decision in 
Hawke vy. Dunn, The Lord Chief Justice, before whom the 
action was tried, naturally felt bound by the decision of the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and granted the injunction. A full 
Court of Appeal reversed this judgment (Ricsy, LJ., dis- 
senting). The House of Lords, by a majority of eight to two— 
for the late Lord Hrrscuets had expressed his assent to the 
opinion of the majority of the House—have affirmed the decision 
of the Court of Appeal: the dissentient Lords are Lord 
Hoxnovse and Lord Davey. The Lord Chancellor entered on 
a minute examination of the enactment in question—section 1 of 
the Betting Act, 1853: the important and well-worn words are 
that ‘‘no house, office, room, or other place shall be opened, 
kept, or used for the purpose of the owner, occupier, or keeper 
thereof, or any person using the same . betting with 
persons resorting thereto.” In the Kempton Park case it was 
admitted that betting went on to a large extent within the 
enclosure: it was in fact frequented by professional betting 
men for the purposes of their business: it was also 
open to, and frequented by, ordinary members of the 

ublic, who paid their entrance money at the gate. 
But in the judgment of the Lord Chancellor it is not enough 
that the enclosure should be used with the consent of the owners 
for the purpose of betting: there must be a business of betting 
conducted by or on behalf of the owner, occupier, or keeper of 
the place, or some person in a position analogous to that of 
owner, &c. The main point of difference between this interpre- 
tation of the section and that put upon it by Lords Hosnovsz 
and Davey relates to the words “ or any person using the same.” 
In a sense every bookmaker or other person admitted to the 
enclosure ‘‘ uses”’ it; but the word “ using” here involves a cer- 
tain ambiguity which the Lord Chancellor pointed out. If it be 
read in its ordinary loose signification, it is practically synony- 
mous with the words “ resorting thereto” used later on in the 
section, and it is apparently in this sense that the dissentient lords 
interpret it. The majority of the court read the words “ person 
using the same” as ejusdem generis with the words ‘ owner, 
occupier, &c.,’’ which precede it, and thus restrict the prohibi- 
tion to a person using the place by virtue of some proprietary 
right and for the purpose of a business. 





WuETHER THIs is the natural interpretation to place upon the 
words may be doubtful: it is, in fact, notorious that the whole 
enactment has given rise to doubts and differences of judicial 
opinion in a large number of cases. But the majority of cases 
have turned upon the question whether a particular spot is 
physically capable of being a ‘‘place” within she meaning of 
the section. As to this question, it does not appear to us that the 
judgment of the House of Lords lays down any new principle. 
In fact, upon this point the decision does not seem to conflict 
with Hawke v. Dunn and the numerous decisions which preceded 
it. As Lord James says in the course of his opinion, “ there 
must be a defined area so marked out that it can be found and 
recognized as the place where the business is carried on. . . . 
The whole of Epsom Downs would not constitute a ‘place,’ but 
directly a definite localization of the business of betting is 
effected for it under a tent, or even a movable umbrella, it may 
well be held that a place exists for the purposes of a conviction 
under the Act”; and he goes on to say that the enclosure 
at Kempton Park “‘ might, physically speaking, under certain 
conditions constitute a place” within the Act. In the Kempton 
Park case the enclosure was not a “place,” because no person 
in the position of owner or occupier, or in an analogous 
position, was using it for the business of betting; but, 
apparently, if the company had been carrying on such a business 
themselves, or by their‘agents or managers, in the enclosure, 
the decision of the House would have been different. It does 
not therefore follow from the decision (as at present reported) 
that such cases as Shaw v. Morley (L. R. 3 Ex. 187), Bows v. 


or Liddell vy, Lofthouse (1896, 1 Q. B. 295) were wrongly decided. 
A person who occupies, or has adopted as his own, a defined spot 
of ground, and uses it for betting purposes, must, we imagine, 
still be considered to be within the prohibition contained in 
the Act. And in the view of the Lord Chancellor the Act is 
aimed not only at the professional bookmaker, but sweeps into 
its net any person, whether Page: nse or amateur, who is for 
the time being carrying on the business of betting in a “ place” 
of the character to which the Act applies. 





NEVERTHELESS, WHILE the decision in Powell v. Kempton Park 
Racecourse Co. will benefit bookmakers very much indeed, it will 
also probably bring much grist to the lawyer’s mill. In spite 
of the opinion we express above, there is no denying that some 
of the opinions of the law lords are capable of being interpreted 
as throwing doubt on a good many decisions, and we may be 
at the beginning of a period during which the courts will have 
to work backward through these cases and consider each decision 
in the light of this important judgment of the House of Lords. 
One of the most recent of such cases in Reg. v. Humphrey 
(46 W. R. 5438; 1898, 1 Q. B. 875). In that case the 
Court for Crown Cases Reserved upheld the conviction under 
the Betting Act of a bookmaker who was in the habit of 
going to a certain archway and there meeting persons and 
making bets with them. The archway was a private thorough- 
fare leading to certain houses and workshops, and neither the 
defendant nor any of the persons who resorted to him there 
had any right whatever in the archway except to pass through 
to those houses or workshops. The defendant apparently 
had no such dominion or control over this archway or place as 
the Lord Chancellor thought it was necessary to prove in order to 
bring such place within the Act. Was this case therefore rightly 
decided? The same question may be asked with regard to the some- 
what similar case (also a recent one) of McJnaney v. Hildreth (1897, 
1 Q. B. 600). It was proved in this case that the defendant, a 
bookmaker, on a certain day took his stand ona certain spot 
called the Pit Heap, and made bets with a large number of men 
who came to him where he stood. The Pit Heap was a piece of 
vacant private ground, to which the public had access by suffer- 
ance of the owner. The defendant was convicted under the 
Betting Act, and his conviction was upheld by the High Court. 
In short, unless Parliament interferes, it will probably be a very 
long time before the last is heard of this subject. The Anti- 
Gambling League on the one side and the racing world on the 
other have each the money and the spirit to fight these questions 
in the courts. 





Or THE APPEALS under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, heard last week, Mountain v. Parr is the most important, 
The judge of the Nottingham County Court, sitting as arbitrator 
under the Act, had given his decision in favour of the workman. 
Shortly afterwards the employers applied to him to grant a new 
trial. The application was heard more than a month after the 
original hearing of the case, and was refused. The appeal was 
from this refusal. The objection was taken that the county 
court judge had no jurisdiction to entertain an application for a 
new trial of a case which he had heard as arbitrator under the 
Act, and that therefore no appeal lay from his refusal of such 
an application. By section 1 of the Act questions of liability to 
pay compensation and as to the amount of compensation are to 

e settled by arbitration in accordance with the second schedule. 
That schedule, in making provision for arbitrations, enacts 
(clause 2) that in the absence of agreement the matter is to be 
settled by the county court judge according to procedure 
prescribed by rules of court; and by clause 4 the decision of 
the judge is to be final, unless either party appeals within the 
prescribed time, viz., twenty-one days. In Mountain v. Parr no 
notice of appeal had been given except from the refusal to 
grant a new trial, and even the notice of the intention to 
apply for a new trial was given more than twenty-one days 
after the original hearing. In an ordinary action in a 
county court the judge has a clear power under the 
County Courts Act a rules to grant a new trial, and 
rule 64 of the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1898, made 





Fenwick (L, R. 9 C, P, 839), Gallaway v. Maries (8 Q. B. D. 275), 


under the Act, provides that “ where any matter or thing is not 
































































f 326-— 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


March 18, 1899. 








specially provided for under these rules, the same procedure 
shall ba followed, and the samo provisions shall apply as far as 
practicable, as in a similar matter or thiag unler the County 
Courts Act, 1888, and the rules made in pursuance of that Act.” 
The Workmen’s Compensation Act and rules being silent as to 
any rehearing by the county court juige, it was a question of 
some nicety whether rule 64 above quoted imported a power to 
grant a new trial. The Oourt of Appeal held that the pro- 
visions of the second schedule to the Act as to arbitrations 
excluded any such power. The judge sits as arbitrator, and an 
arbitrator cannot rehear a case which he has once decided. 
Rule 64 must therefore be read as applying the county court 
procedure only so far as it is applicable to arbitratioas. In 
Simmons v. White, another appeal under the same Act, heard on 
Saturday last, the court declined to reverse a decision of the 
judge of the Dartford County Court that the father and mother 
of a boy aged fourteen who had been accidentally killed in the 
course of his employment by the appellants were ‘ dependants ”’ 
within the meaning of the Act (section 7 (2)). The boy's wages 
were paid to his parents and used by them as part of the 
common fund for maintaining themselves and their family. The 
judge found that they were sufficient to pay for the boy’s 
maintenance and to leave a balance, and held that the parents 
were “in part dependent upon the earnings’”’ of the deceased. 
There can be little doubt that upon the facts found by the judge 
this result followed, although in the boy’s lifetime his parents 
would probably have been surprised to learn that they were his 
“‘ dependants.” 











TRUSTEES UNDER THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1890. 
Tre Settled Land Act, 1890, enacts (section 16 (ii.) ) that | 
where there are no other trustees of a settlement for the | 
purposes of the Settled Land Act, 1882, then ‘‘the persons (if | 
any) who are for the time being under the settlement trustees 
with future power of sale or under a future trust for sale of | 
the land to be sold”’ shall be trustees for the purposes of the | 
Settled Land Acts. In simple cases the operation of the section | 
is clear enough, but unfortunately the Legislature did not con- 
template a case which is of frequent occurrence—namely, a devise | 
of land to A., B., and C. upon trust for A. for life, with a trust | 
for sale to be exercised after A.’s death. Three views of the | 
operation of the statute in such a case are possible. 
First, on a broad construction of the Act it may be held that | 
A, B., and C. are trustees under a future trust for sale, and are | 
therefora the Settled Land Act trustees. This construction puts 
@ certain amount of strain on the words of the section, for it 
is obvious that the trust for sale can never vest in A. If the | 


iJ 


life, and after his death upon trust for his widow for life, and 


then upon trust for sale. Osrrry, J., held that A. and 
B. were Settled Lind Act trustses. Butin a case which came 
before the same learned judge about eighteen months later he 
decided the other way. ‘Tae only report of the decision appears 
to be a note in the Soxicrrors’ Journat for 1892 (vol. 37, 
p. 109), where the writer, refarriag to the case of a devise to A. 
and B. upon trust for A. for life, with a power of sale after A.’s 
death, remarks: ‘Wao are meant by the persons who are 
trustees with a future power of sale? D2» they include A., or do 
they not? There appsars to be a manifest absurdity in saying 
that A. is a trustse with a power which can never be exercised 
by him. A man cannot exercise a power which is not to be 
exercised uatil after his death. These considerations shew that 
in the case supposed A is not one of the trustees for the purpose 
of the Acts, and we are indebted to a learned correspondent for 
informing us that Mr. Justice Ourrry has recently in chambers 
taken this view of the provision in question.” 

The case referred to is Re Nieuwenhuys, in which the reference 
to the record is 1892, N. 1788, and the order made in it was 
as follows: 

Upon the application of Atnext Jean Fiertants, of &c., the tenant 
for life under the settlement created by the above-mentioned will, aud 
upon hearing counsel for the applicant and the eolicitors for the 
respondent Tomas Hoapz Woops as executor and trustee of the 
said will . . the judge being of opinion that the applicant 
ALBERT JEAN Frertants is not a trustee of the above-mentioned will 
and that the respondent Tuomas Hoape Woops is a trustee thereof 
for the purpo:es of the Settled Land Act of the settlement created by 
the said will, It is ordered that Henry Epwarp Taycor, of &c., be 
aud he is hereby appointed a new trustee under the said settlement 
for the purpose of the Settled Land Act, and to act jointly with 
Tsomas Hoape Woops in the place of James Henry Brooke Carisriz, 
who has disclaimed the trusts of the said will. 


It is clear from this order that Curry, J., adopted the second 
of the three possible constructions of the Act above suggested. 
It does not appear whether his earlier decision in Re Cox and 
Seadon’s Contract was brought to the attention of the learned 
judge, or whether anythiog turned on the slight difference in 
the wording of the Act between a trustee ‘‘ with future power 
of sale”’ and a trustee ‘‘ under a future trust for sale.” 

It is highly desirable that the point should be authoritatively 
settled one way or the other. 


THE SYSTEM FOR MAKING RULES OF THE 
SUPREME COURT. 


IIl.—Tue Necrssiry ror Revision or THE RvuLzEs. 


Legislature meant that whenever a settlement contains a future | In 1894 the existing code of Rules of the Supreme Court was 
trust for sale the trustees for the time being shall be the | considered by the authorities to be in an unsatisfactory condi- 


Settled Land Act trustees, it ought to have said so. 

Secondly, it may be contended that if A. is not a trustee 
‘“‘undera future trust forsale,” B. and C. clearly are such trustees, 
and that therefore they are the Settled Land Act trustees. 
Here we are met by the difficulty that the trust for sale is given 
to the persons who happen to be trustees of the will when the 
trust is executed— namely, after A.’s death—and no one can say 
that B. and C. will be the trustees at that time. The only way 
out of this difficulty would be to hold that B. and O. are the 
Settled Land Act trustees distinct from the general trustees of 
the will, and that if B. died before A., O. could appoint a Settled 
Land Act trustee in B.’s place under section 47 of the Trustee 
Act, 1893. In other words, the effect would be the same as if 
the testator had expressly appointed B. and C. to be trustees of 
his will for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. 

Thirdly, if A. is not a Settled Land Act trustee, and it is im- 
possible to separate B. and ©. in the manner above suggested, 
it follows that there are no trustees of the will for the purposes 
of the Settled Land Acts. 

There is no satisfactory authority on the proper construction 
of the Act, partly, no doubt, for the reason that in practice the 
difficulty is frequently got over by the retirement of A., the 
tenant for life, and the appointment (if necessary) of a new trustee 
in hisplace. The question came before Ourrry, J., in chambers, 
in Le Coz and Seadon’s Contract on the 29th of June, 1891 (91 L, T. 
241). There the devise was to A. and B, upon trust for A. for 


| tion. 


The code was issued in 1883, and between October, 1884, 
and August, 1894, no less than twenty-four batches of new 
rules had been patched on to it. A considerable number of the 
original rules and forms had become obsolete. A good many 
defects had been disclosed by reported cases; and over and over 
again judges had publicly called attention to provisions in the 
rules which called for alteration. One effect of steadily patch- 
ing on new sets of provisions had been to render reference to 
the rules more difficult by reason of there being so many inter- 
polated rules and orders. It was ia fact generally admitted that 
a revision of the rules ought to be undertaken, and the work 
was put in hand under the supervision of the present 
Master of the Rolls and Mr. Justice Cuantes. The work of 
revision occupied nearly two years, and Mr. Justice Cuar.zs 
was replaced during that time by the late Lord Justice 
Kay. In 1894, after one division of the Court of Appeal had 
suspended its sittings for a whole week for the purpose of finally 
settling the draft revision, it was publicly announced that the 
draft revised code had been completed and printed, and was ia 
the hands of the Rule Committee. Nothing more has been 
| heard of it. 

Such was the state of affairs in 1896 with rospect to the 
working code of the Rules of the Supreme Court. If it was 
necessary then that it should undergo revision, it may be safel 
asserted that it is imperative now. Since 1896 six fros 








batches of rules have been issued, one of which (order 30) has 
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inaugurated an important new departure in procedure, which, 
whatever its qualities may be, stands in direct contradiction at 
numerous points with practice and procedure established by 
other rules of court which have neither been repealed nor 
amended. 

We will give one or two illustrations of the direct contradic- 
tion we have spoken of. Let us consider first what guidance a 
plaintiff can obtain from the rules as they now stand with 
regard to delivery of a statement of claim. Ord. 19, r. 2, tells 
him he must deliver his statement of claim in accordance 
with the provisions of order 20. The first rule of order 20 
tells him, first, that he need not deliver any statement of 
claim if the defendant does not require one; secondly, that 
if the defendant does demand one he must deliver it 
within five weeks from such demand; and thirdly, that he 
may deliver one either with the writ, or at any time 
either before or after appearance, provided he delivers it within 
six weeks from appearance. All this is very clear and definite, 
and being unrepealed, those provisions appear to indicate clearly 
the whole duty of the plaintiff. When he turns, however, to 
order 30 he finds that the order starts him, compulsorily, along 
a totally different line of procedure. It tells him that when 
once an appearance is entered he must not take any ste 
whatever (with certain exceptions) until he has applied for an 
obtained an order for directions. He certainly must not deliver 
a statement of claim, whether the defendant demands one or 
not. He may be ordered to deliver one although the defendant 
has not demanded it. The three distinct provisions of order 20 
to which we have referred are altogether wrong and absolutely 
misleading. They are certainly wrong in the permission they 
give to the plaintiff to deliver a statement of claim after appear- 
ance. They are probably wrong in the permission they give 
him to deliver a statement of claim before appearance. They 
are also wrong in the carefully-arranged time-fixtures which 
they prescribe; for before the plaintiff knows whether he is to 
be allowed to deliver a statement of claim at all more than half 
the time fixed by order 20 for preparing it has been consumed. 
He promptly finds, moreover, that the order for directions fixes 
the time quite regardless of the provisions of ord. 20, r. 1, and 
not with any respect for the fictitious time-fixture which that 
rule purports to establish by statutory authority. Six weeks! 
He may get six days, or ten days. But if he ventured to ask 
on the summons for directions for six weeks, the judge or 
master on the Queen’s Bench side would think he was joking. 
There is certainly need of revision here. 

We will now place in somewhat different circumstances our 
inquiring plaintiff who seeks information on procedure from the | 
code of rules provided for him by the Rule Committee. He is 
now suing by specially-indorsed writ, and intends to proceed 
under order 14. He feels quite safe here because he knows 
that procedure under order 14 is specially excepted from order 
80. The terms of ord. 30, r. 1, are quite clear on that point. 
He little knows, however, the pitfalls which may lurk in a 
sixteen-year-old, unrevised, and patched-up code of procedure. 
We shall see how, in spite of its own words, order 30 dogs him 
at every step. First he wishes to issue his summons under 
order 14, but the defendant having, as commonly happens, paid 
part of the debt since action in order to obtain time, the 
plaintiff wishes to apply under order 14 for summary 
judgment for the balance. He must amend his claim on the 
writ before issuing his summons under order 14, because rule 1 
of that order provides that if he can verify upon oath the 
amount claimed he may apply for summary judgment. So before 
applying—that is, issuing his summons—he must make an 
affidavit swearing that the whole amount claimed is due and 
owing. The amount claimed by his writ must, therefore, be first 
reduced by amendment. Kuowing his rules well, our plaintiff 
finds that ord. 28, r. 2, was evidently passed for the express 
parpose of meeting his case, which is a very common one, 
Under that rule he may amend his specially-indorsed 
claim ‘without any leave . at any time before 
the expiration of the time limited for reply.” Never- 
theless when he tries to follow the rule he meets with a 
decided check. On applying to have his amendment sealed with 
the official seal, his attention is called for the first time to the 


ae in the action, and ord. 30, r. 1, provides that the plaintiff 
‘shall’ issue a summons for directions ‘‘after appearance and 
before taking any fresh step in the action other than (inter alia, not 
including amendment) application for summary judgment under 
order 14.” Slowly but surely it dawns upon our plaintiff that 
he is firmly pinned into a corner by the cross-provisions of 
conflicting Rules of the Supreme Court. It is a complete dead- 
lock. He cannot apply under order 14 until he amends his 
claim on the writ, becauee he: cannot swear that the sum 
claimed is owing until he has reduced it by amendment. 
He cannot amend his claim until he has issued a summons 
for directions, because amendment is a ‘‘fresh step in the 
action” within ord. 30, r. 1. He cannot without losing the 
benefit of order 14 issue a summons for directions, for that 
would be taking a course alternative to order 14, whereon the 
defendant may ask for pleadings, trial, remission to the county 
court, or anythiog else he may deem useful for the purpose of 
impeding the plaintiff. 

It may be said in answer to this that there is no real deadlock 
here, because the plaintiff may issue a summons for directions, 
and ask for leave to amend, and, having amended, may then pro- 
ceed under order 14. It is true that he may do this, but it is also 
true that it is easier, quicker, and cheaper for him to discontinue 
his action and commence a new one, for by proceeding with his 
action in the way suggested he has to pay ten shillings for his 
summons for directions, three shillings for the order to amend, 
two shillings and sixpence for amending, besides the solicitors’ 
costs on both sides. In other words, he will be over £2 out of 
pocket. But worse than this, he will find that the time wasted 
will prevent him from obtaining his order for judgment under 
order 14 within twenty-one days from service of the writ, which, 
if his reduced claim is under £50, will deprive him of costs on 
the High Court scale under section 116 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. It is true, therefore, that this conflict of rules pro- 
duces a deadlock, because the plaintiff is driven to abandon his 
action and begin de noro. Here, again, there is surely need of 
revision. 

We have entered fully into the details of these two particular 
instances of conflicting provisions in rules of court. Space does 
not permit of our doing so in the case of many other instances 
we could mention, more especially with referenca to order 30. 
We will ask our readers to consider the terms of ord. 27, rr. 
3-12. They distinctly tell a plaintiff that if the defendant to an 
action on an unliquidated claim makes default of defence he 
(the plaintiff) may thereupon immediately enter judgment in 
default of defence, or move for judgment in default, according 
to the precise nature of his claim. Order 30, however, tells him 
in equally distinct terms that he shall do nothing of the kind, 
for it forces him in every action on an unliquidated claim to 
proceed by summons for directions, under which there is power 
to start him in any given direction but no power to give him 
judgment. 

Similar conflicting provisions exist with regard to procedure 
under order 26 (Discontinuance), order 24 (Confession of De- 
fence), order 32 (Admissions), and probably also under section 
65 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (Remission to the County 
Court). 

Again, there is a discrepancy between the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, ord. 58, rr.9, 15, and the Bankruptey Rales, 1836, 
rr. 130, 134, as to the time for appealing to the Court of Appeal 
from a bankruptcy order. According to the former rules, the 
time is fourteen days, while according to the latter it is twenty- 
one days. The case of Er parte Garrard (25 W. R. 364; 
5 Oh. D. 61) is an authority for saying that the provision 
in the Rules of the Supreme Court prevails. But when that case 
was decided the time in both sets of rules was twenty-one days, 
and the only point decided was the date from which the time was 
torun, The time has since been altered to fourteen days in the 
Supreme Court Rales, but not in the Bankruptcy Rules, and rule 
184 of the latter expressly provides that appeals in bankruptey 
shall be governed by R. 8. ©. ord. 58, r. 15, “ subject te the fore- 
going provisions,” one of which fixes the time for appeal at 
twenty-one days. This discrepancy ought to be removed, for it is 
a serious matter to leave any doubt as to the time for a ag. 

An additional reason for revision of the rules is furnished by 








fact that order 30 bars his way. Amendment is undoubtedly a 


the fact that in 1897 the title of Chief Clerk in the Chancery 
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Division was abolished, and the officials bearing that title were 
made Masters of the Supreme Court. No consequent alteration 
was made in rules of court, which contain a great number of 

rovisions defining the duties and jurisdiction of a chief clerk. 
it is, to say the least of it, extremely awkward to have a code of 
rules attaching duties and responsibilities to a number of 
important officials under a title which was abolished two years 
ago, and without any rule of court indicating the change or 
transferring the jurisdiction from the abolished office to the 
existing one. 

We cannot doubt that, if the Rule Committee could spare the 
time to examine the Rules of the Supreme Court in the light of 
the foregoing remarks, they would realize that a comprehensive 
effort ought to be made at once to put the rules into a proper 
working condition. We do not hesitate to say that it is a monstrous 
blot upon the procedure of the Supreme Court that its code of 
rules should contain a number of provisions which contradict one 
another, as we have shewn that it does. And the bare fact that 
these defects can lie for so long a time entirely hidden from the 
knowledge of the sole authority which has power to remove them 
is of itself a proof that the existing system for making Rules of 
the Supreme Court is seriously defective. 

In our next article on this subject we propose to call attention 
to a number of improvements in procedure which are greatly 
needed. Some are important; some of less importance ; most 
of them have been pressed upon the notice of the Rule Com- 
mittee before. One of the most important of them has been 
actually approved by the Rule Committee, and, though fre- 
quently demanded, appears to have been forgotten during the 
last four years, 








THE COURT OF REQUESTS.* 


Tne twelfth volume of the issues of the Selden Society deals with a 
subject of considerable historical and legal interest, and the introduc- 
tion prepared by the editor elucidates matters which have hitherto 
been doubtful. The Court of Requests appears to have been the result 
of an attempt on the part of the Crown to establish a court of equity 
for the hearing of poor men’s causes. Mr. LEADAM dates it from the 
reign of Henry 7, and it flourished without serious question till 
the end of the reign of Elizabeth. Its legality then began to be dis- 
puted by the common law courts, and it has been sometimes stated 
that the pretensions of the court to legal existence were finally anni- 
hilated by the decision of the Court of Common Pleas in Stepney’s 
case, in 1599. In fact, however, it continued to transact business all 
through the reign of James 1 and Charles 1, and its cessation was 
the result of the Civil War. On the restoration it was deemed 
inexpedient to revive it. The records of the court occupy 208 
volumes, beginning with 8 Hen. 7 and going down to 18 Car. 1. 
The cases which have been selected by Mr. LEADAm for printing 
are confined, with one exception, to the period prior to the accession 
of Elizabeth, and for these only ten of the volumes have been used. 
There is consequently plenty of matter left for future editing. But 
Mr. LEADAM complains that the documents are in a state of chaotic 
confusion, the papers relating to different suits having been mixed 
together, and he urges that a systematic re-sorting should be under- 
taken and the whole of the documents belonging to each suit collected 
together and catalogued anew. 

e most interesting part of the introduction is the account of the 
struggle between the Court of Requests and the Courts of Common 
Law. The Court of Requests was really, like the Court of Star 
Chamber, a committee of the King’s Council, the former having civil 
and the latter criminal jurisdiction. But while the Star Chamber 
received Parliamentary sanction, no such assistance was given to the 
Court of Requests, and its only foundation was the royal prerogative. 
It was presided over by the Lord Privy Seal and at first attended 
the king on his progresses through the country. The judges were not 
necessarily lawyers. But Wolsey assigned to it a permanent seat at 
Whitehall, and the business was ultimately conducted by judges 
regularly — for the purpose who were called the Masters of 
Requests. though frequently called the ‘‘ Court of Poor Men’s 
Causes,” and clearly intended to avoid the expense incident to 
ordinary litigation, yet this ideal was not observed. It proved 
—— and became choked with general business, and expense and 
delay seem to have been as rife there as in the ordinary courts. The 
real characteristic was that it was ‘a court of conscience, appointed 
to mitigate the rigour of proceeding in law.” At one time this was 
recognized by the common law courts as a proper and beneficent part 
for it to play. In 1585 two of the judges of the Common Pleas 





* Selden Society. Select Cases in the Court of Requests, A.D, 1497-1569. Edi 
the Selden Society by I. 8. Lzapay. Bernard Quaritch, ‘ Edited for 


besought its interference for the purpose of granting relief after 

execution upon a harsh judgment at law. But a few years later, 

when the court had been in active operation for a century, the 

common law judges took a different line. Instead of welcoming the 

interference of the Court of apa for the purpose of mitigating 

the rigour of the law, they boldly called in question the legality of 

its procedure, they issued writs of prohibition to prevent it from 

touching matters depending in the common law courts, and they set 

at liberty by habeas corpus persons who were detained under its 

authority. 

The contest was brought to a head in Stepney’s case, already referred 
to, and according to Lord CokE (Inst. IV., c. 9), “‘it was adjudged upon 
solemn argument, that this which was called a Court of Requests, or 
the White Hall, was no court that had power of judicature, but all 
the proceedings thereupon were coram non judice.” This ruling, as 
might have been expected, had an unfortunate effect on the proceed- 
ings in the Court of Requests. Its authority began to be openly 
defied. In 1600 certain defendants in a cause were arrested by order 

of the court and brought to Whitehall. ‘‘They were there,” we 
are told, ‘‘ committed to the Warden of the Fleet, one of them pre- 
sentlie in court signifyinge with great scorne of the court and judges 
there, and to the verie ill example of all the barre and standers by, 
that they had a habeas corpus ready to discharge them from that 
imprisonment.” And in fact they were afterwards set at liberty by 
the Common Pleas, where it was declared ‘“‘that the judges of the 
Court of Whitehall had none authoritie either to sitt there or to comitt 
any man from thence.” 

Notwithstanding these attacks the court seems to have continued tc 
be full of business. Mr. LEADAM quotes some figures for the year 
1594. In a sitting of 23 days it made 336 orders, an average of 
over 14 orders a day. ‘‘ After,” says Mr. LEADAM, “the Courts 
of Common Law had done their worst by impugning its authority 
and invalidating its decisions, the Court of Requests could still 
produce its crowded volumes of orders and decrees as evidence of its 
popularity and as justification of its continued existence.’”’” The same 
state of things continued down to the time of the Civil War. Inasixteen 
days’ sitting in 1642, Mr. LEADAm has counted 556 orders, The 
continuance of the court for so long a period after the attacks made 
upon it under Elizabeth is ascribed to the growing assertion of the 
prerogative under the Stuart kings. In this case the prerogative 
seems to have been on the side of justice and convenience. But the 
fact that the court depended on the Crown accounts for its 
disappearance on the outbreak of the Civil War, and for the 
failure to re-establish it under Charles 2, There were expectations 
of its re-establishment, and the four Masterships of Requests 
in Ordinary were filled up. But it was considered too hazardous 
to re-assert the prerogative by permitting the masters to exercise 
the former jurisdiction. They had to content themselves with 
the humbler task of hearing petitions from persons who deemed 
themselves entitled to compensation from Charles 2 for losses 
suffered in his cause. For the nature of the cases which had formerly 
been entertained by the court we must refer our readers to Mr. 
LEADAM’s selection. They deal with a variety of subjects, and 
include cases upon copyhold rights which are very valuable for the 
light they throw on the changes in the relation of lord and tenant 
consequent on changes in economic conditions and on the dissolution 
of the religious houses. Mr, LEADAM has compiled a very valuable 
and interesting volume. 





REVIEWS. 
RULING CASES. 


Ruiine Cases. Arranged, Aunotated, and Edited by RoBERT 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by other Members 
of the Bar. WiTH AMERICAN NorTEs by InvING BROWNE. VOL. 
XVI.: Larceny Acr—ManpaTe. Vor, XVII.: MANoRIAL 
RiGHT—MIsTAKE. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The sixteenth volume of this useful series includes the important 
subjects of Limitation of Actions and Local Government. The 
former is illustrated by twenty-four cases, most of which are well 
known as leading cases. Tanner v. Smart (6 B. & C. 603) settled, 
after some conflict of opinion, that an acknowledgment to take a 
debt out of the Limitation Act, 1623—more familiarly known as 
the statute of James—must be such that “the law will imply 
from it a promise to pay the debt ; a mere admission of the debt is not 
sufficient. The rule, with the requirement of Lord Tenterden’s Act 
(9 Geo. 4, c. 14), that the acknowledgment must be in writing, 18 
well explained, and illustrated by further cases, in the notes. An 
acknowledgment, by writing or part payment, to keep alive 4 
specialty debt depends on 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, and in this connection 
Mr. Campbell introduces Roddam v. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1). The 
note appended to the case seems, however, incomplete without & 





reference to the later case of Cooper v. Cresswell (L, R. 2 Ch, 112). 
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From the two cases it has to be discovered—not always without 
difficulty—how far a payment by one person keeps alive the specialty 
debt against other persons interested. Sutton v. Sutton 
26 Ch. D. 511), another of the selected cases, shewed the effect 
of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, in cutting down to twelve 
years the personal remedy in respect of money charged on land. 
Other well-known cases which are inserted are Lyell v. Kennedy 
(14 App. Cas. 437) and Pugh v. Heath (6 Q. B. D. 345; 7 App. Cas. 
235), the latter specially interesting for the judgment delivered by 
Lord Selborne, C., in the Court of Appeal, upon the effect of a 
foreclosure decree in giving a new starting-point for the Statute of 
Limitations. Volume XVII. is occupied chiefly with the subjects of 
‘‘ Marriage,” ‘‘ Master and Servant,” ‘‘ Merger,” and ‘Mines and 
Minerals.” As might be expected these furnish many familiar 
“ruling cases.”” Under ‘‘ Marriage”’ is placed the famous case of Reg. 
v, Millis (10 Cl. & Fin. 534), where the House of Lords was equally 
divided upon the necessity of the presence of a clergyman of the 
Church of England to constitute a good marriage at common law. 
The head of ‘“‘ Master and Servant” is made the occasion for intro- 
ducing as aruling case Allen v. Flood (1898, A. C. 1), a case—it is 
remarked in the notes--the sequel of which it is impossible to an- 
ticipate. The subject of ‘‘ Mines and Minerals” is very fully dealt 
with in a series of thirty-seven cases. For the meaning of 
minerals” reference is usually made to Hext v. Gill (L. R. 7 Ch. 
699), but it is not safe to neglect the judgments in Lord Provost of 
Glasgow v. Farie (13 App. Cas. 657), notwithstanding that that case 
depended on the construction of a special statutory reservation. Both 


' cases will be found set out at length. These volumes worthily main- 


tain the reputation of the series, 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Iuebriate Reformatories and Retreats: comprising the 
inebriates Acts, 1879 to 1898; with Copious Notes, and an Appendix 
containing Acts, Forms, Rules, and Regulations. By WYATT Pate, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE JUDICIAL TRUSTEES ACT, 1896. 


The following Rule under the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, is 
hereby published pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, and declared 
to be urgent. 

Where an official of the Court is Judicial Trustee it shall be lawful 
for the Bank of England and Bank of Ireland, and for any other cor- 
a. company, or public body (all of which other bodies are 

ereinafter included in the term ‘‘company”’), to open and keep 
accounts of stock, shares, annuities, and securities (all of which are 
hereinafter included in the term ‘‘ stock’’) in the name of such official 
under his official ¢it/e without naming him, and the dividends on such 
stock may from time to time be received, and such stock, or any 
part thereof, may from time to time be transferred by the 
person for the time being holding such office without any 
order or direction of the Court as if the same stood in his 
own name, And without any order or direction of the Court such 
official may, by letter of attorney, authorize the Bank of England or 
the Bank of Ireland, or all or any of their proper officers, to sell and 
transfer all or any part of the stock from time to time standing in the 
books of the said banks on such account, and to receive the dividends 
due and to become due thereon. And where, according to the 
practice of any company (other than the said banks), such stock is 
accustomed to be sold and transferred, or the dividends to be received 
by letter of attorney, such official may authorize such company, or 
the proper officer or officers thereof, or any other person, to sell and 
transfer all or any part of the stock from time to time standing in the 
books of such company on such account, and to receive the dividends 
due and to become due thereon, And notwithstanding section 20 of 
29 & 30 Vict. c. 39, no request of the Treasury shall be necessary to 
authorize any such account of Government stocks and annuities to be 
opened, and no order in writing of the Treasury shall be necessary 
for the sale or transfer of any such Government stocks or annuities. 

This Rule shall be read with the Judicial Trustees Rules, 1897. 








_ An Towa judge, says the Central Law Journal, relates an amusing 
incident that occurred in his court when a coloured man was brought up 
for come petty offence. The charge was read, and as the statement ‘‘ The 
State of Iowa against John Jones’’ was made in a loud voice, the coloured 
man’s eyes bulged out of their sockets, and he seemed perfectly overcome 
with terror and astonishment. When he was asked if he had anything to 
say, or pleaded guilty or not guilty, he gasped out: ‘‘ Well, yo’ honah, 
ef de whole State o’ Iowa is agin this one pore nigger, I’se gwine to give 
up right now?’’ 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 
POWELL v. KEMPTON PARK RACECOURSE CO. 14th March. 


Gaminc—Berrinc —Reservep Enciosurge on Racecourse —‘‘ Usinc a 
Prace”’ ror Perrine Purroses—Berrinc Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vier. c. 
119), ss. 1, 3. 


This was an appeal from an order of the full Court of Supe (reported 
46 W. R. 8; 1897, 2 Q. B. 242), and argued before their lordships in May 
last. The material facts are as follows: At Kempton Park Racecourse 
there is piece of ground (about one-quarter of an acre) known as the 
Reserved Enclosure, which is enclosed by iron rails. Persons are admitted 
to this enclosure on race-days, varying in number from 500 to 2,000, 
amongst whom there are always professional bookmakers from 100 to 200 
in number. These bookmakers are admitted to this enclosure as members of 
the general public, and have no rights, interest, or control in or over the en- 
closure, nor havethey any special rights or privileges therein. The bookmakers 
do not confine themselves to any fixed spot in the enclosure, nor do they 
use any desk, stool, umbrella, or teat, though any particular bookmaker 
1s usually to be found in or near the same spot of the enclosure. In this 
enclosure these bookmakers on business in competition with each 
other, betting with those of the public who are within the enclosure and 
who may be desirous of betting with them, whether upon credit or by way 
of ready-money betting. The appellant brought this action as a share- 
holder against the Kempton Park seneeteve Co., asking for an injunction 
to forbid them to permit the enclosure to be illegally used within the 
meaning of the Betting Houses Act, 1853. It was admitted that for at 
least half a century before the passing of the Betting Act of 1853, 
and down to the present time, betting transactions of precisely the same 
character had been carried on in enclosures at racecourses. Lord Russell 
of Killowen, C.J., before whom the case was tried,-held that the case was 
not distinguishable from Hawke v. Dunn (45 W. R. 359; 1897, 1 Q. B. 579) 
and granted an injunction, but the Court of Appeal (Rigby, L.J., dis- 
senting) held that the enclosure was not a “‘p used ’’ by the book- 
makers for the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto, and that 
the company did not permit the same to be so used within the meaning 
of section 3 of the Act. The plaintiff appealed from this decision. 


Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatsnury, L.C., and Lords Warson, Honnovss, 
Asupounng, Macnacuren, Moruis, Suanp, Davey, and James or Herzrorp) 
dismissed the appeal (Lords Hosnovse and Davey dissenting). 


Earl of Hatsnury, L.C., in the course of a long judgment said: It 
has been argued that the history of the legislation and of the facts 
which gave rise to the enactment may, in view of the preamble, affect 
the construction of the Act itself, but though I do not deny that such 
topics may usefully be employed to interpret the meaning of a statute, 
they do not, in my view, afford conclusive argument here. Two proposi- 
tions are quite clear, one that a preamble may afford useful light as to 
what a statute intends to reach, and another that if an enactment is itself 
clear and unambiguous, no preamble can qualify or cut down the 
enactment, and in this case it appears to me that the question must 
be decided upon the words of the statute aud upon the facts which 
are not and never have been contested. Indeed, apart from the 
historical question, which, for the reasons I have given, I dismiss from 
my consideration for the present, it would be idle indeed for anyone to 
contest what I suppose is true of every race meeting in the country, and 
not only applicable to this particular case. In saying this, however, 
I think it right to add that I do not see the least foundation for the 
suggestion that any fact or argument has been kept back or misrepre- 
sented. The argument has certainly been conducted with great ability 
and earnestness, as, indeed, was to be expected, considering who were the 
learned counsel who argued it. Now, the words which it appears to me 
your lordships have to construe are these: (1) No house, office, room, or 
other place ; (2) shall be opened, kept, or used; (3) for the purpose of the 
owner, occupier, or keeper thereof, or any person using the same, or any 
perzon procured or employed by or acting for or on behalf of such owner, 
occupier, or keeper, or person using the same, or of ; (4) any person having 
the care or management, or in any manner conducting the business 
thereof ; (5) betting with persons resorting thercto. I will discuss 
presently the rest of the section, and, in discussing this part of it, I will 
postpone for the moment all the words except ‘‘owner’’ or ‘‘occupier,’’ 
in order to make clear what, 1u my view, is the substantial sense of the 
enactment. I will, of course, deal with the other words in detail, and 
particularly with the words ‘‘ persons using the same”’ ; but let us firs’ sce 
what is the substance of the enactment. It prohibits opening a house, 
&c., for the purpose of the owner or occupier betting with — resorting 
to the house so opened. It does not prohibit betting. It does not affect 
to deal with the betting of people unconnected with the houce betting 
inter se, and it is obvious that unless some of the words which I have 
omitted can be held to enlarge the nature of the offence created by the 
words I have quoted, none of the facts proved shew the owner or occupier 
of the place in question to be betting or ready to bet with the persons 
resorting thereto. The owner or occupier has no interest in any bat, and 
is in no way concerned with any bet, and whatever may be the nature of 
the place, which to my mind is another question, the transactions descrited 
in the case are in no sense bets with the owner or occupier of the place in 
question. They are bets inter se by a great aya gy aw who resort to the place, 
but have, as I have said, no relation at all to the owner or occupier thereof. 
This appears to me so plain that I thivk, but for the words “ or persen 
usirg the s:me,’’ no question would ever have arisen, and it is materia] to 


~~ 


330 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


March 18, 1899. 








see what these words import. It will be observed that these words occur 
as an alternative to the owner of the place—I supply the words “‘ of the 
place’ by necessary constraction. Occupier of the place, keeper of the 
place, or any person using the place ; these are all placed in one category ; 
then comes another enumeration of persons employed, and again language 
is exhausted to fix responsibility upon caretakers, managers, or other 
persons in any manner conducting the business thereof. I think it is 
clear that what the statute is dealing with here is the case of persons 
who ure in control and occupation of the place which is assumed to 
be the betting establishment. The conducting of the business, whether 
as master or servant, is the thing made unlawful, and the business 
is that of a betting-house or place to which people can resort for 
the purpose of betting not with each other but with the batting 
establishment. It is the employment of the words “using the same”’ 
which to my mind has led to the difference of opinion. Those words, 
unless explained by the context, are necessarily ambiguous. In one 
sense every person who enters the enclosure uses it, but he does not 
use it in the character of owner, keeper, manager, or conductor of the 
business thereof. The betting man in his use of the place diffcrs in this 
respect in no way from any other member of the public who enters it and 
who neither does nor intends to bet. It is the personality of the betting 
min and not his being in any particular place which affords the oppor- 


tunity of betting, and a man who walked along the public road shouting | 


the odds in the way here described would be doing exactly the same thing. 
It is nothing to the purpose that there are a great many of them who may 
be found in this enclosure: there is no business being conducted 
by a keeper, owner, &c., in the enclosure. Each betting man is him- 
self conducting his own business as a betting man, and, as I have 
said, his betting is in no way connected with the place, except 
that he as weil as other people not betting men are there. It is 
here that I sm unable to follow the reasoning of my noble friends 
Lord Hobhouse and Lord Davey. They both, if they will forgive me for 
saying so, employ the word “‘use’’ in a double sense. My noble friend 
Lord Hobhouse admits the word ‘‘ use” is ambiguous, and limits it by 
such words as ‘‘ deliberate, designed, and repeated,’ but to my mind 
these words miss the point. It is not the repeated and designed as dis- 
tinguished from the casual or infrequent use which the employment of 
that word imports here, but the character of the use as a use by some 

having the dominion and control over the place, and conducting 
the business of a betting establishment with the persons resorting thereto. 
My noble friend Lord Davey gives as the prohibited purpose, ‘‘ using,”’ 
without any such qualifications as I have been endeavouring to explain, 
using a house for tne purpose of betting with persons who resort thereto. 
It is upon this point that I think the whole question turns, and I think here 
there is no such betting establishment at all as is aimed at by the Legis- 
lature, and no keeper, owner, &c., who bets with anyone. As I have said, 


I can understand no one of these bettors to be different from any other class | 


of bettors. They do not in any sense own or keep the enclosure differently 
from the persons resorting thereto. In truth they are all persons resorting 
to this place, and the other class aimed at by the statute do not exist at 
all in tuese transactions. The man who takes the admission fee neither 
knows nor cares whether the man who pays for bis admission bets or no. 
I am not certain that I appreciate the distinction which I observe is sought 
to be drawn between wha: are called professional betting men and otner 
men who bet. In respect of games which people Ps for amusement or 
pay, the distinction is intelligible enough, but a 

money mean to win money, and whether it is for the sake of a living or for 
the sake of adding to money which the bettor already possesses seems t> 
me an altogether illusory distinction. The second pari of the section is in 
strict accordance with what I have suggested as the meaning of the 


statute. It assumes a place or establishment for receiving money or | 


some valuable thing being received by or on behalf of an owner, 
occup‘er, keeper, or person; here the statute uses the words as aforesaid, 
that is ‘‘ person using the same,’’ for the consideration of any assurance, 


undertaking, promise, or agreement, express or implied, to pay or give | 


thereafter any money or valuable thing on any event or contingency ot or 
relating to any horse-race, or other race, fight, game, sport, or exercise 
- « « Then every house, office, room, or any other place opened, 
kept, or used for the purposes aforesaid, or any of them, is hereby 
declared to be a common nuisance and contrary tolaw. It seems to me 


clear that the thing against which the enactment i: levelled is any | 
place uxd in the sens2 I have explained. There must be a business | 


conducted, and there must be an owner, occupier, manager, keeper, or 
come person to whom, if these designations do not apply, must never- 
theless be some other person, who is analogous to, and is of the eame 
genus as an owner, keeper, or occupier, who bets, or is willing to 


bet, with the persons who resort to his house, room, or other placs. | 


In this view it is not an offence under this Act of Parliament to allow per- 
eons to assemble for the purpose of betting with each other; there is upon 


this hypothesis no business being conducted at all. The different betting | 


people, or each individual bettor, is conducting his own business, and dong 
it in a house used indeed but only used just as he might do it on the race- 
course or on the high road. There is no betting establishment at all, and 
there is no keep-r of one. His lordship added that the late Lord Hexscuxsy 
had read hie judgmest and expres-ed his concurrence, and that Lord 
Asuwovuns ales agie d. 

Loids Watrox, Macsacuren, Monn, Suanpn, and James ov Hungvonp 
concurred. 

Lord Hoxnovnr dissented, as did Lord Davzy. In the result the appeal 
was dismis.cd with conte.—Counsnr, Asquith, C., and H. 8, Cautley; 
Jouyh Waltm, LC., UC. W. Mativve, and G. I. Stutfield, Borswrsvous, 
le Lrassur & Oakley ; Lea ty & Sot, hor Arthur Cheese, 


Beported by C. A. Gearron, Barrister-at-Law. 


people who bet for | 


Court of Appeal. 
“THE VORTIGERN.” No. 1. . 11th March. 
Surp—CaARTER-PARTY— WARRANTY OF SEAWORTHINESS—VOYAGE IN SraGes, 


Appeal from the judgment of Barnes, J. The plaintiffs were the owners 
of the steamship Vortigern, which was chartered by the defendants for a 
voyage from Cebu in the Philippine Islands to Liverpool for a lump sum 
freight of £3,875. The charter-party contained an exception of liability 
for the negligence, default, or error of judgment of the pilot, master, 
mariners, or other servants of the shipowners. The ship left Cebu with 
her chartered cargo and called at Colombo, where she took in coals. She 
passed Perim without calling there to take in coals, and before arriv- 
ing at Suez the coals ran short, and the master mixed 828 bags of 
copra, part of the cargo, with the coal and burnt it as fuel. Upon 
the ship’s arrival at Liverpool the defendants paid the amount of the 
freight less £590, the value of the copra burnt. The plaintiff thereupon 
brought this action to recover the £590. The engineer’s log shewed that 
the voyage was divided for coaling purposes, into three stages, the first 
being from Cebu to Colombo, the second from Colombo to Suez, and thethird 
from Suez to Liverpool. The plaintiffs contended that the implied warranty 
of seaworthiness was complied with when the ship left Cebu with sufficient 
coal to take her to Colombo, the end of the first stage, and that there was 
no warranty that she would take on board sufficient coals for the next stage, 
but that there was only an implied promise that the servants of the ship- 
owners would take due care to replenish the coals, which implied promise 
was here excluded by the exception in the charter-party as to negligence. 
The defendants contended that when a voyage was, for coaling purposes, 
by the necessity of the case divided into stages, the implied warranty of 
seaworthiness, as regards the supply of coals, attached at the commence- 
ment of each stage. Barnes, J., found as a fact that the ship had not 
sufficient coals on board when she left Colombo to take her to Suez, and 
that she was, therefore, not seaworthy when she left Colombo, and he held 
that the warrauty of seaworthiness attached at the commencement of each 
stage. He accordingly gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russert or Kiztowen, C.J., A. L. Smrrn and 
Co.urss, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that, where the voyage was 
from the necessity of coaling divided into stages, the implied warranty of 
sea worthiness attached at the commencement of each stage, and that as the 
ship, when she left Colombo, had not sufficient coals on board to take her 
to Suez, she was not seaworthy when she left Colombo, and the warranty 
had been broken.—CowunsgL, Scruttonand D. Stephens ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
Horridge, and J. Mansfield. So.icrrors, Holman, Birdwood, § Co. ; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 





| ELLIS AND WIFE v. WADESON & MALLESON. No. 1. 14th March. 


Pracrice—Action AGaAtnst Firm 1n Firm Name—Dearu or Ong Partner 
| Arter Action—Dervrence sy Survivine Partner—XLVIIIa., 5. 


| Appeal from an order of Ridley, J., at chambers. The action was 
brought against a firm in the firm name to recover damages, There were 
| two partners in the firm, Malleson and Nesbitt. After appearance, and 
| before defence was delivered, Malleson died. Nesbitt thereupon delivered 
a defence entitled asa in the writ of summons, but headed ‘‘ defence of the 
| defendant Robert Chancellor Nesbitt.’’ The plaintiffs took out a summons 
for leave to tign judgment in default of defence, contending that the 
d. fenc2 was irregular, as it should have been a defence for the firm. The 
defendant Nesbitt contended that partners when sued in the firm name 
| were entitled to sever their defences, and that this defence was regular as 
| the proceedings were continued in the firm name. The master referred 
the summons to the judge, who made an order that the plaintiffs should 
be at liberty to sign interlocutory judgment against the defendants for 
| damages to be assessed unless the defendants delivered their defence in the 
| action forthwith. The plaintiffs appealed 

Low Covur (A. L. Sarru, Coritins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Roomex, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that where an 
action was brought against a partnership composed of several partners in 
the firm name, the pueee ops agree to deliver one statement of 
defence of the firm, If they could not agree to do that, then each partner 
| who had entered an appearance was entitled to deliver a separate defence, 
| but each such defence should be in the form of a statement of defence of 
| the firm ‘‘ by (naming the partner) one of the partners appearing in the 
action.’’ It was eaid, what was the plaintiff to do if a series of inconsist- 
ent defences were putin?’ The answer was that he must shew that none 
of the defences so put in prevented judgment being entered against the 
firm. If only one partner entered an appearance he would be entitled to 
put in a defence of the firm, and he might, if he chose, add the words, ‘’ by 
(naming the partner) a partner appearing in the action.”” It would be a 
defence of the firm, and the action would go to trial «ipon that defence, 
and judgment, if recovered, would be against the firm. If the partner 
“ae in an improper defence, and thereby rendered the firm liable, he might 

»e committing a breach of duty towards his co-partners, avd be liable to 
| them, but the plaintiff would obtain judgment against the firm, and could 
| enforce it against the partners and the partnership assets. If, however, a 
| partuer was not served, and was ignorant of the action, leave would not be 
| given to issue execution against him without giving him an opportunity 
of contesting bis liability: see Hx parte Young (19 Oh. D. 124), Next, as 
regards the death of a partuer. Supposing @ partner died before action 
was brought, and that action was againet the firm in the firm name. The 
dead man would be no party to the action so far as regarded his private 
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estate. A dead man could not be sued, only his personal representatives. 
The action would be against the surviving ers. Since the Judicature 
Act the plaintiff could join in one action the surviving partners and the 
personal reprerentatives of the deceased partner, if the maxim actio 
personalis moritur cum personé did not apply, but unless the personal 
representatives were expressly added, judgment and execution could 
only go ega«inst the firm, and be enforced against the surviving 
partners and the partnership assets. The reason why the partner- 
ship assets cculd be reached was that, notwithstanding the death, 
the surviving partners had authority to bind the deceased partner's 
share in the partnership assets, inasmuch as their authority extended 
to wind up the partnership, to pay the debts, and to defend claims: 
se? Lindley on Partnership (5th ed.), pp. 217, 218, 587. Supposing 
next that the partner died after action brought and before judgment, 
judgment could only be enforced against the surviving partners and the 
partnership assets. The partner so dying would not be before the court. 
If the firm consisted of two partners and both died before judgment, no 
judgment could be obtained. Applying those principles to the present 
case, Nesbitt was the sole surviving partner. He had to put in a defence 
on the part of the firm. By doing so he did not make the deceased partner 
a party to the action. The form of defence must be the defence of the 
firm, though be might add the words “‘ by Nesbitt, the surviving partner.” 
This was a matter of substance, and not of mere form, because the 
plaintiffs, if they recovered against the firm, could issue execution against 
Nesbitt and against the partnership aseeta. The present defence was not 
a defence of the firm, but of Nesbitt in his personal capacity, in which 
capacity he was not cued. The learned judge was therefore right. The 
defendant, however, would have leave to put in a defence on behalf of 
the firm by him as surviving partner within seven days.—Covunskz1, 
G. Spencer Bower ; English Harrison, Q.C., and J. R. Atkin. Soxicrrors, 
Crosse & Sons; N. Herbzrt Smith. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CAHN AND MAYER »v. POCKETI’S BRISTOL CHANNEL STEAM 
PACKET CO. (LIM.). No.1. 3rd and 8th March. 


SaL.e or Goops—Bri1 or Lavine anp Bru or Excuance—Disnonovur or 
Bri or Excuance—InporsEMENT or Brut or Lapine sy Buyer—Titie 
to Goopvs—Saz or Goons Act, 1893, s. 25, sun-sEction 2—Facrors Act, 
1889, s. 2, suB-sECTION 2. a 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of Mathew, J. 
(reported 3 Com. Cas. 197; 1898, 2 Q. B. 61). The action was brought 
by the plaintiffs, indorsees of a bill of lading for a parcel of copper, against 
shipowners for non-delivery of the goods. The copper in question had 
been cold by Steinmann & Co. to Pintscber for delivery at Hamburg or 
Rotterdam. The copper was shipped at Swansea on board the defendants’ 
steamship Collier, and Steinmann & Co. forwarded the bill of lading, in- 
dorsed in blank, to Pintscher, together with a draft for his acceptance. 
When the documents arrived Pintscher was on the verge of bankruptcy. He 
did not accept the draft, but, having sold copper to the plaintiffs, in 
fraud of Steinmann & Co. indorsed the bill of lading to the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs took the bill of ladingin good faith. Steinmann & Co. 
having become aware of Pint:cher’s financial difficulties, took steps to stop 
the goods before they had been delivered to the plaintiffs, Steinmann & 
Co. giving an indemnity to the defendants. It was contended for the 
plaintiffs that Pintecher had obtained possession of the bill of lading 
‘*with the consent of the seller’’ within the meaning of section 25, sub- 
section 2, of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and that he was therefore, 
under the provisions of that section and of the Factors Act, 1889, able to 
give a good title to the plaintiffs. Mathew, J., held that Pintscher only 
held the bill of Jading as agent of the seller for safe custody until he 
should have accepted the bill of exchange, and that, not having done so, 
he was never in possession of the bill of lading with the consent of the seller, 
and that Pintscher could give no title to the plaintiffs. His lordship there- 
fore gave judgment for the defendants. ‘The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Cover (A. L. Surru, Contins, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., read a judgment in which, after stating the facts and 
referring to section 25, seub-sections 2 and 3, of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 
and section 1, sub-section 2, and section 2, sub-section 1, of the Factors 
Act, 1889, he said that if Pintscher obtained the actual custody of the bill 
of lading wi'h the consent of Steinmann, the plaintiffs could make title to 
the bill of lading and the goods under tke above-mentioned Acts. It was 
clear that the bill of lading was in the actual custody of Pintscher, but 
that did net suffice, for the possession must be “‘ with the consent of the 
seller.”” ‘he bill of lading was not obtained by Pintscher by any trick or 
device~in which ca:e it could not be said that custody was obtained with 
S:einmann's consent—but ov the contrary the bill of ladmg, accompanied 
by the draft, was voluntarily cent by Steinmann to Pintscher. 
Why then was not the bill of lading obtained by Pintscher, and in 
his actual custody, with Steinmann’s consent? ‘Tte  lmitation 
of Pintscher's authority to deal with the bill of lading after he got it 
into his custody was not to the point. ‘The words of the Act meant actual 
physical custody. After consideration, the only answer his lordsbip could 
give to the question was that the bill of lading was obtained from 
Steinmann by Pintscher, and was in his actual custody, with the consent 
of Steinmann. His lordship referred to Shepherd v. Harrison (L. R. 5 
H. L, 116), which had been relied on by the defendants, and said 
that in his opinion that case did not support the defendants’ 
contention. The ¢econd point for decision, which had not been 
raised in the court below, was that, supposing the plaintiffs had 
a good title to the bill of lading by virtue of the protection afforded 
to them by the above-mentioned Acts, Steinmann could, neverthe- 
less, stop the goods in transition, aud thus defeat the plaintifts’ 


statutory title. ‘The Factors Act, 1889, s. 2, sub-section 1, enacted that wherea 
mercantile agent, which included a buyer, was with the conrent of the 
owner in the actual custody of the goods or the documents of title, any 
disposition of the goods made by him should, subject to the provisions of 
the Act, be as valid as if he were expressly authorized by the owner of 
the goods to make the same; provided that the person taking under the 
disposition acted in good faith. By section 10 of the same Act it was enacted 
that where there was such a transfer of the documents of title the transfer 
should bave the same effect for defeating any vendor’s lien or right of 
stoppage in transitu asa transfer of a bill of lading had for defeating the right 
of stoppage in ¢ransitu. What did it avail, then, torefer to section 61, sub- 
section 2, of the Act of 1893, which said that the rules of common law, 
save in so far as they were inconsistent with the express provisions of the 
Act, should continue to apply to contracts for the sale of goods. For the 
provisions of section 2, sub-section 1, and section 10 of the Factors Act, 
which, it was conceded, must be read as part of the Act of 1893, expressly 
provided that in circumstances such as existed in the present case the 
right to stoppage in transitu was defeated. On this point his lordship 
also referred to section 47 of the Act of 1893, which left this right of 
stoppage in transitu precieely where it was before upon the mere sale of 
goods when no transfer of the bill of lading by indorzement to-k place, 
and re-enacted section 10 of the Factors Act, 1889. The second point, 
therefore, also failed Steinmann, and for these reasons the appeal must be 
allowed. 

Cottins and Romer, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—CovnseL, 
Joseph Walton, Q.C., J. A. Hamilton, and Chaytor ; Cohen, QC., and 
Parker Lowe. Soutcrrors, Richard White, for E. M. Clason Déhne, Swansea ; 
Woodcocl:, Ryland, § Parker, for Forshaw § Hawkins, Liverpool. 


{Reported by F. O, Rovrxsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MOUNTAIN v. PARR. Nor. 11th March. 


Master AND SERVANT—WorkKMEN’s ComMPENSATION—ARBITRATION—POWER 
or Coctnty Court Jupce tro Grant a New Trrat—Workmen’s Com- 
PENSATION Act, 1897, Scnepute II., s. 4—Workmen’s Compensation 
Rv es, 1898, rr. 24, 64. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Nottingham 
County Court refusing to grant a new trial in an arbitration under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The original hearing of the case 
took place on the 15th of November, 1898, before the county court judge 
sitting as an arbitrator under the Act, and an award was made for a weekly 
sum to be paid to the workman by way of compensation. On the 10th of 
December theemployer gave notice of his intention to apply to the county 
court judge for a new trial. On the hearing of the application on th- 21st 
of December, it was objected, on behalf of the workman, that the county 
court judge had no power to grant a new trial. The county c urt jude 
held that he had juri-diction to hear the application, but he dism ssed the 
application on its merits. The employer appealei Ihe same obje tion 
was taken on beh:lf of the workman as a pretiminary objection to the 
hearing of the appeal. On the part of the employer rvliamce ~as l.id on 
rules 1 (4), 24, and 64 of the Workmen's Compr nsation Rule-, 1898 

Tue Cover (A. L Sirsa, Cortrms, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the 
objection and dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Sarrs, L.J., said the question was whether the county court 
judge had jurisdiction to grant a new trial. It was clear from the Act 
that the county court judge at the original hearing was sitting a+ au arbi- 
trator, and as an arbitrator only. Section 1, sub-section 3, said that any 
question under the Act should, if not settled by agreement, be settled by 
arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the second schedule to 
the Act. Section 2 of the second schejule said that in the absence of 
agreement as to an arbitration the matter should be settled by the 
county court judge. Section 4 of the schedu’e was as follows: ‘* The 
Arbitration Act, 1889, shall not apply to any arbitration under 
this Act; but an arbitrator may, if he thinks fit, submit any 

uestion of law for the decision of the county court judge, and the 
peer of the judge on any question of law, either on such submission, 
or in any case where he himself settles the matter under this Act, shall be 
final, unless within the time and in accordance with the conditions pre- 
scribed by Rules of the Supreme Court either party appeals to the Court 
of Appeal; and the county court judge shall, for the purpose of an 
arbitration under this Act, have the same powers of procuring tte atteud- 
ance of witnesses and the production of document's as if the claim for 
compensation had been made by plaint in the county court.”’ In his opinion 
the idea governing the whole of the enactment was that the county court 
judge was to sit as an arbi'rator. An arbitrator clearly had no power 
to grant a new trial of a case which he had heard. It was argued 
that rule 1 (4) and rule 24 of the Workmen's Compensation Ru'es brought 
in the county court rules and practice, and gave the judge the same powers 
as if he were sitting not as an arbitrater. And reliance was specially 
laid on rule 64, which said: “ Where any matter or thing is not 
specially provided for under these rules, the same procedure shall be 
followed and the same provisions shall apply, as far as practicable, as in a 
similar matter or thing under the County Courts Act, 1888, and the rules 
made in pursuance of that Act.’’ In his opinion those rules were intended 
to apply the powers to which they referred so far as they were appticadle 
to arbitrations, and no further. The county court judge therefore was not 
vested with his ordinary county court jurisdiction, and he had no power to 
entertain an application for a new ‘ 

CoLLins ae Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsri, Etherington Swith > 
W. H, Stevenson, Soxriscrrons, J. H. Lee § Watts, for Whittingham ¢ 
Witliams, Nottingham ; Bramall, White, § Saunders, for Walker ¢ Derker, 








Nottingham, 
[Reported by F. G, Rucker, Barristeat-Law. | 
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see what these words import. It will be observed that these words occur 
as an alternative to the owner of the place—I supply the words ‘‘ of the 
place ’’ by necessary constraction. Occupier of the place, keeper of the 
place, or any person using the place ; these are all placed in one category ; 
then comes another enumeration of persons employed, and again language 
is exhausted to fix responsibility upon caretakers, managers, or other 
persons in any manner conducting the business thereof. I think it is 
clear that what the statute is dealing with here is the case of persons 
who are in control and occupation of the place which is assumed to 
be the betting establishment. The conducting of the business, whether 
as master or servant, is the thing made unlawful, and the business 
is that of a betting-house or place to which people can resort for 
the purpose of betting not with each other but with the betting 
establishment. It is the employment of the words ‘‘ using the same”’ 
which to my mind has led to the difference of opinion. Those words, 
unless explained by the context, are necessarily ambiguous. In one 
sense every person who enters the enclosure uses it, but he does not 
use it in the character of owner, keeper, manzger, or conductor of the 
business thereof. The betting man in his use of the place differs in this 
respect in no way from any other member of the public who enters it and 
who neither does nor intends to bet. It is the personality of the betting 
min and not his being in any particular place which affords the oppor- 
tunity of betting, and a man who walked along the public road shouting 
the odds in the way here described would be doing exactly the same thing. 
It is nothing to the purpose that there are a great many of them who may 
be found in this enclosure: there is no busine:s being conducted 
by a keeper, owner, &c., in the enclosure. Each betting man is him- 
self conducting his own business as a betting man, and, as I have 
said, his betting is in no way connected with the place, except 
that he as well as other people not betting men are there. It is 
here that I sm unable to follow the reasoning of my noble friends 
Lord Hobhouse and Lord Davey. They both, if they will forgive me for 
saying so, employ the word “‘use’’ in a double sense. My noble friend 
Lord Hobhouse admits the word ‘‘ use’’ is ambiguous, and limits it by 
such words es ‘‘ deliberate, designed, and repeated,’’ but to my mind 
these words miss the point. It is not the repeated and designed as dis- 
tinguished from the casual or infrequent use which the employment of 


that word imports here, but the character of the use as a use by some | 


having the dominion and control over the place, and conducting 
the business of a betting establishment with the persons resorting thereto. 
My noble friend Lord Davey gives as the prohibited purpose, ‘‘ using,”’ 
without any such qualifications as I have been endeavouring to explain, 
using a house for tne purpose of betting with persons who resort thereto. 
It is upon this point that I think the whole question turns, and I think here 
there is no such betting establishment at all as is aimed at by the Legis- 
lature, and no keeper, owner, &c., who bets with anyone. As I have said, 
I can understand no one of these bettors to be different from any other class 
of bettors. They do not.in any sense own or keep the enclosure differently 
from the persons resorting thereto. In truth they are ali persons resorting 
to this place, and the other class aimed at by the statute do not exist at 
all in taese transactions. The man who takes the admission fee neither 
knows nor cares whether the man who pays for his admission bets or no. 
I am not certain that I appreciate the distinction which I observe is sought 
to be drawn between wha: are called profe:sional betting men and otner 
men who bet. 
pay, the distinction is intelligible enough, but a 





In respect of games which people play for amusement or | 
people who bet for | 


money mean to win money, and whether it is for the sake of a living or for | 


the sake of adding to money which the bettor already possesses seems t2 
me an altogether illusory distinction. The second part of the section is in 
strict accordance with what I have suggested as the meaning of the 
statute. It assumes a place or establishment for receiving money or 
some valuable thing being received by or on behalf of an owner, 
occup‘er, keeper, or person; here the statute uses the words as aforesaid, 
that is ‘* person using the same,”’ for the consideration of any assurance, 
undertaking, promise, or agreement, express or implied, to pay or give 


thereafter any money or valuable thing on any event or contingency of or rr : ati 

, 2 oe «egg: ae - | action forthwith. The plaintiffs appealed 

relating to any horse-race, or other race, fight, game, sport, or exercise | a. P PP 
t - anaes Sag » ‘ lar 

- Then every house, office, room, or any other place opened, | appeal. 


kept, or used for the purposes aforesaid, or any of them, is hereby 
declared to be 4 common nuisance and contrary to law. It seems to me 
clear that the thing against which the enactment i: levelled is any 
place uxd in the sens: I have explained. 
conducted, and there must be an owner, occupier, manager, keeper, or 





Court of Appeal. 


“THE VORTIGERN.” No. 1. . 11th March. 
Suip—CHARTER-PARTY— WARRANTY OF SEAWORTHINESS—VOYAGE IN SraGes, 


Appeal from the judgment of Barnes, J. The plaintiffs were the owners 
of the steamship Vortigern, which was chartered by the defendants for a 
voyage from Cebu in the Philippine Islands to Liverpool for a lump sum 
freight of £3,875. The charter-party contained an exception of liability 
for the negligence, default, or error of judgment of the pilot, master, 
mariners, or other servants of the shipowners. The ship left Cebu with 
her chartered cargo and called at Colombo, where she took in coals. She 
passed Perim without calling there to take in coals, and before arriv- 
ing at Suez the coals ran short, and the master mixed 828 bags of 
copra, part of the cargo, with the coal and burnt it as fuel. Upon 
the ship’s arrival at Liverpool the defendants paid the amount of the 
freight less £590, the value of the copra burnt. The plaintiff thereupon 
brought this action to recover the £590. The engineer’s log shewed that 
the voyage was divided for coaling purposes, into three stages, the first 
being from Cebu to Colombo, the second from Colombo to Suez, and thethird 
from Suez to Liverpool. The plaintiffs contended that the implied warranty 
of seaworthiness was complied with when the ship left Cebu with sufficient 


| coal to take her to Colombo, the end of the first stage, and that there was 


no warranty that she would take on board sufficient coals for the next stage, 
but that there was only an implied promise that the servants of the ship- 
owners would take due care to replenish the coals, which implied promise 
was here excluded by the exception in the charter-party as to negligence. 
The defendants contended that when a voyage was, for coaling purposes, 
by the necessity of the case divided into stages, the implied warranty of 
seaworthiness, as regards the supply of coals, attached at the commence- 
ment of each stage. Barnes, J., found as a fact that the ship had not 
sufficient coals on board when she left Colombo to take her to Suez, and 
that she was, therefore, not seaworthy when she left Colombo, and he held 
that the warranty of seaworthiness attached at the commencement of each 
stage. He accordingly gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs 


appealed. 
Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., A. L. Smrrn and 
Co.itss, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that, where the voyage was 


from the necessity of coaling divided into stages, the implied warranty of 
seaworthines3 attached at the commencement of each stage, and that as the 
ship, when she left Colombo, had not sufficient coals on board to take her 
to Suez, she was not seaworthy when she left Colombo, and the warranty 
had been broken.—Covunsgt, Seruttonand D. Stephens ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
Horridge, and J. Mansfield. So.icrrors, Holman, Birdwood, § Co. ; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LLIS AND WIFE v. WADESON & MALLESON. No.1. 14th March. 


Practice—Action AGArxst Firm 1n Firm Name—Dearu or One Partneit 
Arter Actios—Devrence sy Survivine Partyer—XLVIIIa., 5. 


Appeal from an order of Ridley, J., at chambers. The action was 


| brought against a firm in the firm name to recover damages, There were 


two partners iu the firm, Malleson and Nesbitt. After appearance, and 
before defence was deliverei, Malleson died. Nesbitt thereupon delivered 
a defence entitled as in the writ of summons, but headed ‘‘ defence of the 
defendant Robert Chancellor Nesbitt.’’ The plaintiffs took out a summons 
for leave to tign judgment in default of defence, contending that the 
d: fenc2 was irregular, as it should have been a defence for the firm. The 
defendant Nesbitt contended that partners when sued in the firm name 
were entitled to sever their defences, and that this defence was regular as 
the proceedings were continued in the firm name. The master referred 
the summons to the judge, who made an order that the plaintiffs should 
be at liberty to sign interlocutory judgment against the defendants for 
damages to be assessed unless the defendants delivered their defence in the 


Tue Count (A. L. Surru, Coxtins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


Romer, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that where an 


| action was brought agaiust a parinerahip composed of several partners in 


€ pers 4 whom, if these desig: on c E . st or. | . ; 
some pers to whom, if these designations do not apply, must never- | bu¢ exch such defence should be in the form of a statement of defence of 


| the firm “‘ by (naming the partner) one of the partners appearing in the 


theless be some other person, who is analogous to, and is of the eame 
genus as an owner, keeper, or occupier, who bets, or is willing to 
bet, with the + who resort to his house, room, or other plac». 
In this view it is not an offence under this Act of Parliament to allow per- 
sons to assemble for the purpose of betting with each other; there is upon 
this bypothesis no business being conducted at all. The different betting 
people, or each iadividual bettor, is conducting his own business, and doing 
it in a house used indeed but only used just as he might do it on the race- 
course or on the high road. 
there is no kcep-r of ome. His lordship added that the late Lord Hexscuriy 
had read his judgment end expres-ed his concurrence, and that Lord 
Asuwovuns also agie d. 


Creme 


There is nu betting establishment at all, and | 


| ent defences were put in? 


| enforce it against the partners and the partnership assets. 


| i é 2 ort i i » statement 
These sanct be @ bucinens | the firm name, the partners might agree to deliver one statement of 


defence of the firm. If they could not agree to do that, then each partner 
who had entered an appearance was entitled to deliver a separate defence, 


action.’’ It was eaid, what was the plaintiff to do if a series of inconsist- 
The answer was that he must shew that none 
of the defences so put in prevented judgment being entered against the 
firm. If only one partner entered an appearance he would be entitled to 
put in a defence of the firm, and he might, if he chose, add the words, ‘’ by 
(naming the partner) a partner appearing in the action.’’ It would bea 
defence of the firm, and the action would go to tral upon that defence, 
and judgment, if recovered, would be against the firm. If the partner 
= in an improper defence, and thereby rendered the firm lialle, he might 
xe committing a breach of duty towards his co-partners, aud be liable to 
them, but the plaintiff would obtain judgment against the firm, aud could 
If, however, a 


| partner was not served, and was ignorant of the action, leave would not be 


Lords Wattox, Macxscutex, Moxuts, Saaxv, and James ov Hexgvonp | 
concurred. 

Lord Hornovn: dissented, as did Lord Davey. In the result the appeal 
Was dismis.ed with coxts.—Covnszr, Asquith, WC., and I. 8. Cantley ; 
Jotph Waltm, (LC., U. W. Matlews, and G. H. Stutfield. Borscrrons, 
Le Brasseur § Oakley ; Peachey & Suni, tox Arthur Cheese. 


Reporte’ by C. H, Gearron. Barrister-at-Law. | 





| of contesting bis liability: see Hx parte Young (19 Uh. D. 124). 
| regards the death of a partner. 


given to issue execution against him without giving him an opportunity 
Next, as 
Supposing @ partner died before action 
was brought, and that action was againet the firm in the firm name. The 
dead man would be no party to the action so far as regarded his private 
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estate. A dead man could not be sued, only his personal representatives. 
The action would be against the surviving partners. Since the Judicature 
Act the plaintiff could join in one action the surviving partners and the 
personal reprerentatives of the d partner, if the maxim actio 
personalis moritur eum personéd did not apply, but unless the personal 
representatives were expressly added, judgment and execution could 
only go egsinst the firm, and be enforced against the surviving 
partners and the partnership assets. The reason why the partner- 
ship assets cculd be reached was that, notwithstanding the death, 
the surviving partners had authority to bind the deceased partner's 
share in the partnership assets, inasmuch as their authority extended 
to wind up the partnership, to pay the debts, and to defend claims: 
se Lindley on Partnership (5th ed.), pp. 217, 218, 587. Supposing 
next that the partner died after action brought avd before judgment, 
judgment could only be enforced against the surviving partners and the 
partnership assets. The partner so dying would not be before the court. 
if the firm consisted of two partners and both died before judgment, no 
judgment could be obtained. Applying those principles to the present 
case, Nesbitt was the sole surviving partner. He had to put in a defence 
on the part of the firm. By doing so he did not make the deceased partner 
a party to the action. The form of defence must ba the defence of the 
frm, though ke might add the words “‘ by Nesbitt, the surviving partner.” 
This was a matter of substance, and not of mere form, because the 
plaintiffs, if they recovered against the firm, could issue execution against 
Nesbitt and against the partnership aseeta. The present defence was not 
a defence of the firm, but of Nesbitt in his personal capacity, in which 
capacity he was not eued. The learned judge was therefore right. The 
defendant, however, would have leave to put in a defence on behalf of 
the firm by him as surviving partner within seven days.—Covnsz1, 
G. Spencer Bower ; English Harrison, Q.C., and J. R. Atkin. Soutcrrors, 
Crosse & Sons ; N. Herb:rt Smith. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CAHN AND MAYER »v. POCKETT’S BRISTOL CHANNEL STEAM 
PACKET CO. (LIM.). No.1. 3rd and 8th March. 


SaLe or Goops—Bri1 or Lapine anv Bri or Excuance—DisHonovr oF 
Brut or Excuance—InporsEMENT or Bit or Laprne sy Buyer—Titie 
to Goops—Satz or Goons Act, 1893, s. 25, sun-section 2—Facrors Act, 
1889, s. 2, suB-sECTION 2. 7d 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of Mathew, J. 
(reported 3 Com. Cas. 197; 1898, 2 Q. B. 61). The action was brought 
by the plaintiffs, indorsees of a bill of lading for a parcel of copper, against 
shipowners for non-delivery of the goods. The copper in question had 
been cold by Steinmann & Co. to Pintscber for delivery at Hamburg or 
Rotterdam. The copper was shipped at Swansea on board the defendants’ 
steamship Collier, and Steinmann & Co. forwarded the bill of lading, in- 
dorsed in blank, to Pintscher, together with a draft for his acceptance. 
When the documents arrived Pintscher was on the verge of bankruptcy. He 
did not accept the draft, but, having sold copper to the plaintiffs, in 
fraud of Steinmann & Co. indorsed the bill of lading to the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs took the bill of lading in good faith. Steinmann & Co. 
having become aware of Pintscher’s financial difficulties, took steps to stop 
the goods before they had been delivered to the plaintiffs, Steinmann & 
Co. giving an indemnity to the defendants. It was contended for the 
plaintiffs that Pintecher had obtained possession of the bill of lading 
“‘ withthe consent of the seller’’ within the meaning of section 25, sub- 
section 2, of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and that he was therefore, 
under the provisions of that section and of the Factors Act, 1889, able to 
give a good title to the plaintiffs. Mathew, J., held that Pintscher only 
held the bill of Jading as agent of the seller for safe custody until he 
should have accepted the bill of exchange, and that, not having done so, 
he was never in possession of the bill of lading with the consent of the seller, 
and that Pintscher could give no title to the plaintiffs. His lordship there- 
fore gave judgment for the defendants. ‘he plaintiffs appealed. 


Tue Covrr (A. L. Surru, Cortins, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., read a judgment in which, after stating the facts and 
referring to section 25, sub-eections 2 and 3, of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 
and section 1, sub-section 2, and section 2, sub-section 1, of the Factors 
Act, 1889, he said that if Pintscher obtained the actual custody of the bill 
of lading wi'h the consent of Steinmann, the plaintiffs could make title to 
the bill of lading and the goods under tke above-mentioned Acts. It was 
clear that the bill of lading was in the actual custody of Pintscher, but 
that did net suffice, for the possession must be “‘ with the consent of the 
seller.”” The Lill of lading was not obtained by Pintscher by any trick or 
device—in which ca:e it could not be said that custody was obtained with 
S:einmann's conseat—but on the contrary the bill of ladmg, accompanied 
by the draft, was voluntarily cent by Steinmann to Pintscher. 
Why then was not the bill of lading obtained by Pintseher, and in 
his actual custody, with Steinmann’s consent? ‘The limitation 
of Pintscher's authority to deal with the bill of lading after he got it 
into his custody was not to the point. The words of the Act meant actual 
physical custody. After consideration, the only answer his lordsbip could 
give to the question was that the bill of lading was obtained from 
Steinmann by Pintscher, and was in his actual custody, with the consent 
of Steinmann. His lordship referred to Shepherd v. Harrison (L. R. 5 
Il. L, 116), which had been relied on by the defendants, and said 
that in his opinion that case did not support the defendants’ 
contention, The tecond point for decision, which had not been 
raised in the court below, was that, supposing the plaintiffs had 
a good title to the bill of lading by virtue of the protection afforded 
to them by the above-mentioned Acts, Steinmann could, neverthe- 
less, stop the goods in transition, aud thus defeat the plaintiffs’ 





statutory title. 'The Factors Act, 1889, s. 2, sub-section 1, enacted that wherea 
mercantile agent, which included a buyer, was with the content of the 
owner in the actual custody of the goods or the documents of title, any 
disposition of the goods made by him should, subject to the provisions of 
the Act, be as valid as if he were expressly authorized by the owner of 
the goods to make the same; provided that the person taking under the 
disposition acted in good faith. By section 10 of the same Act it was enacted 
that where there was such a transfer of the documents of title the transfcr 
should have the same effect for defeating any vendor’s lien or right of 
stoppage in ¢ransitu asa transfer of a bill of lading had for defeating the right 
of stoppage in éransitu. What did it avail, then, torefer to section 61, sub- 
section 2, of the Act of 1893, which said that the rules of common law, 
save in so far as they were inconsistent with the express provisions of the 
Act, should continue to apply to contracts for the sale of goods. For the 
provisions of section 2, sub-section 1, and section 10 of the Factors Act, 
which, it was conceded, must be read as part of the Act of 1893, expressly 
provided that in circumstances such as existed in the present case the 
right to stoppage in transitu was defeated. On this point his lordship 
also referred to section 47 of the Act of 1893, which left this right of 
stoppage in transitu precicely where it was before upon the mere sale of 
goods when no transfer of the bill of lading by indorzement tok place, 
and re-enacted section 10 of the Factors Act, 1889. The second point, 
therefore, also failed Steinmann, and for these reacons the appeal must be 
allowed. 

Cottiss and Romer, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunset, 
Joseph Walton, Q.C., J. A. Hamilton, and Chaytor ; Cohen, QC., and 
Parker Lowe. Souicrrors, Richard White, for E. M. Clason Déhne, Swansea ; 
Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for Forshaw §& Hawkins, Liverpool, 


| Reported by F. O, Rosrxsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MOUNTAIN v. PARR. Nor. 11th March. 


Master AND SeRVANT—WorkMEN’s CoMPENSATION—ARBITRATION—PoWER 
or County Courr Jupce to Grant A New Trrat—Workmen’s Com- 
PENSATION Act, 1897, Scuepute II., s. 4—Workmen’s Compensation 
Rv xes, 1898, rr. 24, 64. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Nottingham 
County Court refusing to grant a new trial in an arbitration under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The original hearing of the care 
took place on the 15th of November, 1898, before the county court judge 
sitting as an arbitrator under the Act, and an award was made for a weekly 
sum to be paid to the workman by way of compensation. On the 10th of 
December the’employer gave notice of his intention to apply to the county 
court judge for a new trial. On the hearing of the application on th- 21st 
of December, it was objected, on behalf of the workman, that the county 
court judge bad no power to grant a new trial. The county c urt judse 
held that he had juri-diction to hear the application, but he dism ssed the 
application on its merits, The employer appealei. Ihe same obje tion 
was taken on beh:lf of the workman as a pretiminary objection to the 
hearing of the appeal. On the part of the employer r-liamce -as L.id on 
rules 1 (4), 24, and 64 of the Workmen’s Comp nsation Rule-, 1898 


Tue Cover (A. L Swrrs, Cotirms, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the 
objection and dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Smrru, L.J., said the question was whether the county court 
judge had jurisdiction to grant a new trial. It was clear from the Act 
that the county court judge at the original hearing was sitting a- an arbi- 
trator, and as an arbitrator only. Section 1, sub-section 3, said that any 
question under the Act should, if not settled by agreement, be settled by 
arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the second schedule to 
the Act. Section 2 of the second scheiule said that in the absence of 
agreement as to an arbitration the matter should be settled by the 
county court judge. Section 4 of the schedu'e was as follows: “* The 
Arbitration Act, 1889, shall not apply to any arbitration under 
this Act; but an arbitrator may, if he thinks fit, submit any 

uestion of law for the decision of the county court judge, and the 
decision of the judge on any question of law, either on such submission, 
or in any case where he himself settles the matter under this Act, shall be 
final, unless within the time and in accordance with the conditions pre- 
scribed by Rules of the Supreme Court either party appeals to the Court 
of Appeal; and the county court judge shall, tor the purpose of an 
arbitration under this Act, have the same powers of procuring the attead- 
ance of witnesses and the production of documents as if the claim for 
compensation had been made by plaint in the county court.”’ In his opinion 
the idea governing the whole of the enactment was that the county court 
judge was to sit as an arbi'rator. An arbitrator clearly had no power 
to grant a new trial of a case which he had heard. It was argued 
that rule 1 (4) and rule 24 of the Workmen's Compensation Ru'es brought 
in the county court rules and practice, and gave the judge the same powers 
as if he were sitting not as an arbitrator. And rehance was specially 
laid on rule 64, which said: ‘Where any matter or thing is not 
specially provided for under these rules, the same procedure shall be 
followed and the same provisions shall apply, as far as practicable, as ina 
similar matter or thing under the County Courts Act, 1888, and the rules 
made in pursuance of that Act.’’ In his opinion those rules were intended 
to apply the powers to which they referred so far as they were applicable 
to arbitrations, and no further. The county court judge therefore was not 
vested with his ordivary county court jurisdiction, and he had no power to 
entertain an application for a new trial, 

Cours and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covcnsei, Etherington Swith > 
W. H, Stevenson, Soutcrrors, J. H. Lee § Watts, for Whittingham ¢ 
Witliams, Nottingham; Bramall, White, § Saunders, for Wather ¢ Darker, 


Nottingham, 
[Reported by F. G, Rucxen, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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SIMMONS v. WHITE BROTHERS. No. 1. 11th March. 


Master AnD ServaAnt—WorkmMeEN’s CompEensation—Insury ResvuLTING IN 
DratH—DEPENDANTS—W ORKMEN’S CoMPENSATION Act, 1897, s. 7, suB- 
secTION 2; Scnepute L., s. 1. - 
This was an appeal from a decision of the judge of the Dartford County 

Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
The applicants for compensation were the father and mother of a boy who 
had been killed while engaged in shunting trucks at the works of his 
employers, John Bazley White & Brothers. The applicants claimed to be 
** dependants ’’ of the deceased within the meaning of section 7, sub- 
section 2, of the Act, and eection 1 of Schedule I. By section 7, sub- 
section 2, ‘‘‘ Dependants’ means: In England and Ireland, such members 
of the workman’s family specified in the Fatal Accidents Act, 1846, as 
were wholly or in part dependent upon the earnings of the workman at 
the time of his death.’’ The evidence of the father was that bis son was 
fourteen years of age, and that he used to bring home his wages and hand 
them to his parents, who gave him what they thought right for. pocket 
money, that the wages helped to maintain the family, and that they 
expected this help. He further said that he himself was thirty-four 
years of age, and that he was in receipt of full wages and was working 
overtime, and that he owed no man anything. The county court judge 
found that the boy’s wages went into a common fund for the benefit of 
the family, and that they were sufficient to pay for his keep and leave a 
balance, and he decided that, upon the facts, the applicants were in part 
dependent upon the deceased, and he adjudged that the applicants should 
recover £35 and £3 103. for funeral expenses and costs. The employers 
appealed, on the ground that the county court judge had miecdirected 
humeelf as to the meaning of the words ‘‘ dependants ’’ and ‘‘ dependent ’”’ 
in section 7, sub-section 2, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, and that 
there was no evidence that the applicants were ‘‘ dependants’ within the 
meaning of the Act. The words meant something more than merely 
deriving benefit-- they implied a tie of necessity. A dependant was one 
who relied on another for some of the necessaries of life. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surrn, Cottins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Satu, L.J., said the county court judge had found as a fact that 
the applicants were in part dependent upon the deceased, and it was 
impossible to say there was no evidence on which he could so find. 

Coiins, L.J., agreed. He cited with approval the following passage 
from *‘ Accidents to Workmen,’”’ by Minton-Senhouse and Emery, at p. 
156: ‘By the expression ‘ wholly or in part dependent’ a wide latitude 
is given to the arbitrator. It would be hopeless to attempt to lay down 
any rule of guidance, because every care would probably differ in some 
material circumstance from almost every other. Dependent probably 
means dependent for the ordinary necessaries of life for a person of that 
class and position in life. Thus the financial and social position of the 
recipient of compensation would have to be taken into account. That 
which would make one person dependent upon another would, in another 
case, merely cause the one to receive benefit from the other. Each case 
must stand on its own merits and be decided as a ques‘ion of fact by the 
arbitrator.” 

Romer, L.J., concurred.—Covnset, 8. H. Lconavd ; Hawtin. Soxtcrroxs, 
Leonard § Pilditch ; Edward Clarke. 

[Reported by F. G. Ruckex, Barrister-at-Law | 


LOWTH v. H. & W. IBBOTSON. No. 1. 11th March. 


Master And Servant—Workmen’s Comrensation—‘ On, In, on Anovut 
A Factory ’’—WorkMeEn’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 7, sUB-sEcTION 1. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the Sheffield 
County Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Ccmpensation Act, 
1897. The applicant sustained injury in the course of his employment as 
carter for the respondents, who were millers, while he was delivering sacks 
of flour taken from the respondents’ factory on their dray. The accident 
happened ata distance of a mile and a-half from the respondents’ factory. 
The county court judge held that the employment was not on, in, or about 
a factory at the time of the accident within the meaning of section 7 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, and adjudged that the applicant was not 
entitled to compensation. The applicant appealed. 

se | Covrr (A. L. Surru, Cotiins, and Romer, L.JJ.), dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. §urrun, L.J., said he adhered to what he bad said in Powell v. 
Br.wn (47 W. BR. 14; 1899, 1 Q. B. 157), that the word “about”? meant 
that the employment might be in close propinquity to the factory, and 
whether that was so in any particular case was a question of fact to be 
determined by that tribunal before which the claimcame. He thought the 
county court judge was right in this case. 

Cotiins and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Sims; Ruegg, Q.C., and 
Arthur Powell, Soxscrrons, Halse, Trustram, & Co., for A. Muir Wilson, 
Shettield ; Hurd § Son, for A. Neal, Sheffield. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LORD HASTINGS +. NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO. No. 2. 3ist 
Jan. ; 2nd and 3rd Feb; 7th March. 


Ratway Company—Lease or Lanp—Way-teave—Action ror Rent— 
Partrirs—Lecat Persona, Representative or Lesson—REVERSIONER. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J., in favour of the 
plaintiff. The learned judge had held, upon the construction of a certain 
agreement, that the defendant company was liable to pay rents for “‘ way- 
leaves ”’ in respect of traffic come of which did not pass over the plaintiff’s 


land ; 221 that the plaintiff, whose predecessor in title in respect of the ! 





Jand now owned by the plaintiff had granted the lease to the company 
under which the traffic was now carried on, was entitled, as successor in 
title and heir-at-law of the lessor, and owner, subject to the lease, of the 
land, to sue for the rents. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Linptey, M.R., and Ricsy and Vavenan Wit1ms, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linpxey, M.R., considered the terms of the agreement, and came to the 
same conclusion on its true construction as the learned judge in the court 
below. It had been objected, he said, that the action ought to have been 
brought by the legal personal representative of the late Lord Hastings, the 
lessor. His lordship proceeded: That is a merely technical point, 
and, if a good one, could only affect the costs of this action. The 
answer to the objection is that there is a sufficient privity of estate 
between the owners of the land over which the way-leaves were 
granted and the defendants to enable such owners to sue the defen- 
dants on their covenante, and the 3s. per ten is to be paid for the 
way-leaves and other rights conferred on the railway company. All thi 
has been carefully explained by Byrne, J., whore judgment on this point 
is reported in 1898, 2 Ch. 674, and I cannot usefully add to that judgment 
or say more than that I concur in his decision on this part of the case. 
His judgment is, in my opinion, correct, and the appeal must be dismiss:d 
with costs. 

Ricny and Vaucuan Wiis, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CovnseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Asthury, Q.C., and Mackarness ; Eve, 
Q.C., and George Henderson. Soxtcrrors, Williamson, Hill, § Co., for A. 
Kaye Butterworth, York ; Horace Peel. 

{Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister- at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


FERNLEY v. BOARD OF WORKS FOR THE LIMEHOUSE DISTRICT. 
Kekewich, J. 10th March. 


Merrorotis—Boarp or Worxs—Power to Take Lanp—Ricur or Pre- 
EMPTION—57 Gro. 3, c. 29, ss. 80, 82, 96. 


Motion taken as trial of the action. The plaintiff was the owner in fee 
in possession of the two houses situate on the north side of Wapping- 
wall, in the parish of St. Paul, Shadwell, and known as Nos. 25 and 26, 
Wapping-wall. On the opposite side of Wapping-wall, which at that 
part averaged about 22 feet in width, was land belonging to Messrs. 
Anderson, Weber, & Smith, including a passage leading to the River 
Thames and known as King James’ Stairs, over which the plaintiff had a 
right of way. Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith and their surveyor 
and engineer Mr. Henry Ward had entered into communication with 
the defendant board of works, who have control of the pavements in 
the parich, for the alleged purpose of improving the locality. In 
August, 1898, the defendants approved and adopted the recommendation 
of their committee that the board should consent to the scheme for 
improvement received from Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith upon the 
following terms (amongst others), viz., “‘ (c) That Nos. 25 and 26, Wapping- 
wall aforesaid be purchased by the defendants upon condition that the 
said Messrs, Anderson, Weber, & Smith undertake to pay one-half the 
total cost, the surplus land being given up to them ; (d) the defendants to 
assist Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith, to obtain an order for 
closing King James’ Stairs aforesaid, and in the event of such order 
not being obtained to consent toa six foot passage-way being formed to 
Wapping-wall aforesaid, and to the same being built over by the said 
Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith; and (n) that an agreement be entered 
into between the said Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith and the 
defendants embodying the foregoing conditions.’”? Such an agreement 
having been duly entered into between Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & 
Smith, Mr. Ward, and the defendants, the defendants passed a reso- 
lution on the 15th of February, 1899, “that the street or public 
highway known as Wapping-wall, in the parish of St. Paul, 
Shadwell, or so much thereof as was therein mentioned, should be 
improved, altered, widened, and extended by the said board under aud by 
exercise of the powers vested in them for the improvement of streets by 
virtue of the Act 57 Geo. 3, c. 29, and of the Metropolis Local Manage- 
ment Acts, and any other Act or Acts them enabling, and the board do 
hereby further resolve and adjudge that the houses, walls, buildings, lands, 
tenements, hereditaments, and premises respectively situate on the north 
side of Wapping-wall, in the parish of St. Paul, Shadwell, in the county 
of London (and further therein described), and known as Nos, 25 and 26, 
Wapping-wall aforesaid prevent the improvement, alteration, widening, 
and extension of the said street or thoroughfare, and the possession, 
occupation, and purchase of the respective houses, &c , is and will be 
necessary for carrying out and effecting the said improvement, &c., aud that 
notices thereof be served upon the several owners, &c.”” In accordance 
therewith a notice to treat, dated the 16th of February, 1899, was duly served 
upon the plaintiff, who now brought an action to restrain the defendants 
from proceeding on the same. For the plaintiff it was contended that the 
adjudication of the board was w/tra vires and not withi~ the powers given 
by sections 80 and 82 of the Act 57 Geo. 3, c. 29: Gard v. Commissioners of 
Sewers of the City of London (28 Ch. D. 486, where the sections are set out) ; 
it was alleged that the defendants knew on the 15th of February that only 
a narrow strip was required for the purposes of the improvement, and their 
intention was to sell the remainder to Messrs. Anderson, Weber, & Smith, 
in pursuance of the agreement which had been entered into, and so to 
deprive the plaintiff of his right of pre-emption to the same under section 
96 of the said Act. For the defendants it was said that hitherto there had 
been no case where the adjudication was in respect of houses only as 
opposed to land; Zeuliere v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbotts, Kensington (30 
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Ch. \D. 642) and Lynch v. Commissioners of Sewers of the City of London (32 
Ch. D. 72) distinguished. The Act contemplates the taking of more than 
is intended to form part of the street to be improved: Gordon v. Vestry of 
St. Mary Abbotts (1894, 2 Q. B. 742). There was such a large part of these 
houses to be taken that it is —— for the owner to say that the 
identity of his house as a house is destroyed, and therefore, reciprocally, 
the board has the right to acquire the whole; its resolution should be held 
valid, having been passed honestly, not only without fraud but reasonably. 


Kexewicn, J., said that the only substantial difference between the case 
of Gard v. Commissioners of Sewers of the City of London and the present case 
was that in the former the property was land from which houses had 
disappeared, while here it was houses. Bowen, L.J., there took care to 
reserve the question how far the doctrine of that case is applicable to one 
where it is houses, and remarks that the question ‘‘ would be a question of 
fact in each case.’? Here the defendants were influenced in their 
proceedings to some extent at least by the agreement with Ward; how far 
they were influenced his lordship could not determine. If they had not 
had that agreement, he could not say if they would still purchase the 
whole. Asa matter of fact, they did give the notice to treat because they 
had a purchaser ready. The result was that there was a want of honesty 
in the sense given to the word by Baggallay, L.J., in the case cited 
(at p. 507). The board might still think it necessary to purchase 
the whole, but for that purpose they must begin de novo. As 
things were they could not come forward now and say ‘‘we do 
not wish*to deprive the plaintiff of his right of pre-emption’’; 
that went to the roct of the whole matter, whether they could give the 
plaintiff the right of pre-emption and still perform their agreement with 
Ward. The result was that whether they intended to give fresh notice or 
not they could not be allowed to go on with their present notice to treat. 
Both parties by their counsel consenting that the matter should be treated 
as a motion for judgment, and it having been proved that on the 15th of 
February, 1899, the defendants did not intend to use more than eleven feet 
but intended to sell the remainder, his lordship declared that the adjudica- 
tion of the 15th of February, 1899, was wrong and ultra vires. Perpetual 
injunction to restrain the defendants from proceeding on their notice to 
treat dated the 16th of February, 1899.—Covunsg., 7. R. Warrington, Q.C., 
and 7. L. Wilkinson ; P. B. Lambert. Soutcrrors, Noon § Clarke; T. W. 
Ratcliffe § Son. 


[Reported by W. H. Drarrr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NUTT v. EASTON. Cozens-Hardy, J. 15th March. 


MortcaAcz—Power or Sate—Pvrcuasn py Sonicrror or Mortcacee— 
Private ConrracT—VALIDITY or SALE. 


Action. In this action it was sought to invalidate a sale of a contingent 
reversionary interest in stock (with a policy) by a mortgagee, under the 

ower of sale contained in the mortgage deed, as against the plaintiff, who 
had purchased the mortgagor’s equity of redemption, aud to have it 
declared that an indenture dated the 24th of January, 1888, purporting to 
be the conveyance on sale of the said property, ought to stand as a security 
only for the amount of the mortgage principal with interest thereon from 
the 24th of January, 1888, and for the policy premiums. By a deed of the 
15th of May, 1884, made between W. E. Royou of the one part and R. H. 
Matthews of the other part, in consideration of £150 advanced by Matthews 
to Royou, Royou assigned to Matthews a contingent matey = A legacy 
invested in stock subject to the life interests of Royou’s father and 
mother and to the contingency of Royou’s death in the lifetime of 
his father, and a policy, subject to redemption on payment of £150 and 
interest thereon at 8 percent. per annum ; and the said deed contained an 
absolute power of sale of the premises and a purchaser’s protection clause. 
By deed of the 9th of October, 1886, made between Royou of the one 
part and the plaintiff of the other part, in consideration of £15 paid 
by the plaintiff to Royou, Royou assigned his equity of redemption of 
the said mortgaged property to the plaintiff absolutely, and notice in 
writing of this assignment was shortly afterwards given to Matthews. 
Royou having made default in payment of two quarters’ interest, Matthews 
sued him and on the 25th of January, 1887, recovered judgment against 
him for the principal and two quarters’ interest at 8 percent. On the 
14th of April, 1887, the mortgaged property was offered for sale at the 
mart, but was notsold. On the 9th of August, 1887, Matthews died 
leaving his widow sole executrix. Easton, who had acted as solicitor for 
Matthews in the mortgage and action and abortive sale at the mart, acted 
as solicitor for the executrix in proving his will. The plaintiff had been 
asked by Easton to take over the mort, security in December, 1886, and 
had notice beforehand of the abortive sale at the mart, but took no step. 
Easton, being pressed by Mrs. Matthews to find a purchaser and being 
unable to do so, at last agreed to buy for the amount of principal, interest, 
and costs. By deed, dated the 24th of January, 1888, between Mrs. 
Matthews of the one part and Easton of the other part, in consideration 
of £180 paid to her by Easton, Mrs. Matthews, in exercise of the power 
of sale contained in the mortgage of the 15th of May, 1884, assigned to 
Easton the mortgaged property, subject to the said life interests and con- 
tingency free from all equity of redemption, and notice in writing of this 
assignment was shortly afterwards given to the plaintiff, who wrote to 
Easton complaining of what had been done, and asserted that he was 
entitled to the property, but took no step. On the 5th of February, 1895, 
Easton died. On the 4th of April, 1897, the reversionary interest fell into 

osseesion on the death of the survivor of the life tenants. On the 10th of 

ovember, 1897, Easton’s executors having failed to obtain from the 
plaintiff a withdrawal of a distringas wh‘ch he had placed on the ctock in 
1886, took out a summons for the purpose, and on the 17th of December, 





1897, the writ in the above action was issued. The plaintiff relied on 
Lawrence v. Galsworthy (3 Jur. N. 8. 1049), the dicta in Re Bloye’s Trusts 
(1 Mac. & G. 488, 494), Orme v. Wright (3 Jur. 972), and Martinson v. Clowes 
(30 W. R. 795, 21 Ch. D. 857). 


Cozens-Harpy, J.—In my — the plaintiff has failed to prove his 
case. From an early stage I have thought that the case depended on a 
question of law. There was a time when a mortgagee selling under his 
power of sale was thought and said to be a trustee for sale subject to all 


the obligations and disabilities of such a trustee It was said that he must. 


cell for the best price; that anyone who acted ag his agent could not buy 
for himself, that is beneficially, from him. But all depends on the ques- 
tion, Is the mortgagee to be regarded as a trustee? If he is not a trustee, 
it is difficult to see how a transaction between a mort selling under 
bis power and his solicitor can be opened at the instance of the mortgagor. 
I am happily relieved by the authorities from deciding the point by what 
was laid ae Se by the Court of Appealin Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (37 
W. RB. 196,40 Ch. D. 395, pp. 410, 411), and again more strongly and more 
clearly, if possible, by the House of Lords in Kennedy v. de Trafford (45 
W. R. 671; 1897, A. C. 180, p. 185, per Lord Herschell, p. 192 per Lord 
Macnaghten). In the case before me no imputation was made of bad 


faith. Am I to treat the transaction as not amounting toaeale at'all? It - 


was a bond fide transaction, and a sufficient price was paid, and there is 
therefore no ground for saying it is wholly nulland void. It bears no 
resemblance to a sale by a person to a trustee for the vendor, which is no 
sale atall. It may possibly be that it is a voidable trausaction. I am not, 
however, satisfied that Mra. Matthews could have avoided it, and fail to 
see any ground of which the plaintiff can avail himself, who has never stood 
in the position of a client to Easton. This is enough to decide the case, 
but I ought to add that 1 am not satisfied that Easton ever was solicitor 
acting in the matter of the sale of this property for some considerable time 
prior to the assignment to him. The circumstances were known t» the 
plaintiff in January or February, 1888, and according to his own story he 
then took advice. Knowing, therefore, the facts and his rights, he 
deliberately stands by for ten years. This being so, no authority is 
necessary to shew that a court of equity will not assist him after such an 
interval. I dismiss the action with costs.—CounsrL, Fre, Q.C., and 
Johnston Edwards ; Astbury, Q.C., Russell, Q.C., and Lewin. Soxscrrors, 
Nutt ; Easton § Cargill. 


{Reported by J. F. Watey, Barrister-at-Law.! 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Ex parte WALKER. Div. Court. 10th March. 


Justices—Hignway—Mope or Procerpine 1 Hicuway ts Our or Rerar 
—JURISDICTION OF JUSTICES WHEN LANDOWNER DENIES LiAnitity—Hicu- 
ways Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Witt. 4, c. 50), s. 94. 


Application for rule for writ of certiorari directed to certain justices of 
Gloucestershire sitting at Tewkesbury to bring up to be quashed a 
conviction that they had ordered under the following circumstances. The 
surveyor of highways for the parish had summoned the applicant as owner 
of certain land within the district, upon which there was a road alleged by 
the surveyor to be a highway, and not in a state of thorough and effectual 
repair. By section 94 of the Highways Act, 1835, it is provided that 
when a surveyor of highways deems a road to be a highway out of 
repair he ehall summons the owner before justices. If a prima facie 
case is made out by the surveyor, the justices shall appoint two of 
themselves to go and view the road. This having been done, the 
matter is again brought before them, and if the defendant admits his 
liability after the two justices appointed to view have made their report 
supporting the surveyor’s allegation, the justices can in that case convict 
the defendant, but if not, then they are obliged to send the case for trial 
to the assizes or dismiss the summons. In the present instance the 
defendant denied liability after the report of the two justices. had been 
made, and his solicitor stated he desired to address the justices and to 
call witnesses for the defence. The justices said they thought his doing so 
was irregular, but they would out of courtesy hear what he had to say. 
The solicitor then addressed the court, but before he had concluded his 
case the justices decided, on the advice of their clerk, that they could not 
hear him. They, however, considered that the defendant was liable and 
convicted him. The present application was made to bring up that con- 
viction, counsel submitting that as the defendant denied liability the 
justices had no jurisdiction to convict, and that they had either not seen 
or had misconstrued the proviso at the end of section 94 of the Highways 
Act, 1835, which is as tollows: ‘ Provided nevertheless that the raid 
justices shall not have power to mike such order as aforesaid in any case 
where the duty or obligation of repairing the said highway comes in 
question.”’ 


[Witts, J.—Do = say that under this proviso, if a landowner is sum- 
moned and denies liability to repair, the justices have no jurisdiction to 
convict. That they have then only an administrative jurisdiction, and 
can do nothing further than direct the matter to be tried at the assizes or 
sessions ?—Yes, that is the ground of this application. The defendant 
having denied liability the conviction was made without jurisdiction. } 


Tus Cover (Wits and Grantuam, JJ.) held that the justices had over- 
looked the proviso. Rule granted accordingly.—Covnset, 4. Gwynne 
James. Soxscrrors, Baiham § Williams, for Brookes & Badham, Tewkesbury. 


{Reported by Easxins Resp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re GIEVE. C.A.No. 2. 3rd and 10th March. is 


Banxruprcy—AcreemeNt py Way or Gamtnc on WacEertnc—ConTRAct 
ror Satz or Stock— BarcGarn ror Payment or “* DirrerEences ’’— Option 
vor Buysr to Taxe Up Srocx on Payment or AGREED PRICE AND 
One-Eicnra More—Acr tro Amenp THE Law Concerntnc GAMES AND 
Wacers (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 109), s. 18. 


Appeal by the trustee of one Gieve (trading as Shaw & Co.) froma 

d of Wright, J., who had allowed a proof inst the estate in 

respect of transactions which were alleged to be void under eection 18 of 

the Act to Amend the Law Concerning Games and Wagers, 1845 (8 & 9 

Vict. c. 109), as being ‘‘a contract or agreement by way of gaming or 
7 ’ 


? 
Tar eins (Lispiey, M.R., and Ricky and Vavonan Wits, L.JJ.) 


al. 

, said: I do not think we need trouble you, Mr. 
We have had an opportunity of considering this case, which 
was begun a week ago, and we are all agreed about it. I must state 
ehortly on what grounds we propose to decide it. The question turns, of 
course, on the true construction of the Act of 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 100), s. 
18, which enacts that ‘‘ all contracts or agreements, whether by parole or 
in writing, by way of gaming or wagering, shall be null and void.”” We 
have therefore to consider whether this is a ‘‘ contract or agre:ment by 
per rod. ip mam. | or wagering.” Of course, if it is an agreement to buy or 
sell for delivery, and if the stock is to be paid for, the Act bas no 
application at all. But if the real object and the real effect of the 
agreement is to provide for the payment of differences, and nothing else, 
then it is plainly an agreement to which the Act does apply. That has been 
settled by a series of decisions to which I need not refer at present. 
Where the learned judge in the court below went wrong, as I think, was 
in not attending sufficiently to the terms of the agreement itself. Tomy 
mind the agreement, on the face cf it, is a gaming and wagering agree- 
ment, subject to a point of law to which I will address myself presently. 
The form of the transaction is that Gieve begs to advise having sold so 
much of a certain stock at a certain price, for account. If that were all, it 
would be an ordinary sold note, and you could not say there was anything 

on the face of it to shew that the parties did not mean what they said. 
that case the party alleging that the transaction was within the Act 
would have to prove, by parol, if he could, that the contract really 
Was a gaming end wagering one, and that this sold note did 
not represent the real meaning of the parties to it. But here you 
have something elee—namely, that the price mentioned is to be paid ‘‘ plus 
one-eighth if the stock is taken up.’’ Now, what does that mean? ‘ Plus 
one-eighth if taken up’’: that shews plainly that they did not really 
contemplate the taking up of the stock. The buyer need not take it up at 
all unless he likes. If he does not he must pay the difference. On the 
dace of it, this is not in truth a bargain for the sale of the stock. That, I 
think, is where Wright, J., has — to give effect to the terms of the 
F . Both parties, it is plain, intended to act upon this bargain, 
teen terms amounted to a wagering contract. If we seed over andl look 
.at the conditions subject to which the contract is stated to be issued, 
they point to the rame conclurion. All stocks and shares are to 
thecome closed whenever the cover is exhausted. The fifth 
«condition states that it is distinctly understood that Shaw 
di.c., Gieve) is prepared to deliver the stock or ehares if demanded. 
These , to my mind, look much more like a bargain for the pay- 
ment of differences than an ordinary sold note. I do not say that 
** cover’ is not applicable to other transactions than agreements for pay- 
ment of differences. It is not merely the use of the word “‘ cover”’ that I 
rely en But when you look at the terms altogether, it appeara to me 
that effect of the contract, as really intended by both the parties, 
s this: that this is a bargain for payment of differences, but that if the 
buyer likes to pay to the seller the stipulated price and one-eighth more, 
then the seller will, on payment of that increased price, deliver the stock 
to the buyer. That state of fact« gives rise to the question of 
law, whether such a contract is withia the Gaming and Wagering 
Act of 1845. There, it appears to me, the case in the House 
of Lords of Universal Stocl: Exhange v. Strachan (44 W. R, 497; 1896, A. C. 
166) is very important. The appellants’ counsel there had argued for this 
i (p. 169), that “‘ even if the present contracts were for the pay- 
ment of differences only, the power in either party to turn that into real 
contracts of eale and purchase by insisting on delivery prevents them from 
being contracts of gamirg and wagering witbin the Act of 1845.’’ I can 
anderstand that argument. It was based partly on the case of Caledonian 
Railway Co. v. Shaw (17 Court Sess. Cas., 4th Series (Rettie), 166), and 
partly on that of Universal Stock Exchange v. Stephens (40 W. BR. 494). But 
the of Lords repudiated the proposition, and Lord Herschell, 
ia his speech, expressly addretses himself to it. He stays he would 
mever eanction such a view. So, if you have an agreement which 
ace of it a paming end wegering agreement, and super- 
it there is a clause giving the purchaser the option of actual 
does not make the agreement a ray one. Here, 
said that the purchaser said he would buy; that he 
Canadians were going up, and he said he should take 
ttock ; and it is said that he then applied to Shaw & Co, for 
delivery was promised. Shaw & Co. deny that, but at ell 
delivery was demanded on the 7th of December, 1897, and, for 
I need not go into, the demand was not complied with. To say 
this was not a gaming end wagering transaction, we must decide the 
question of law fact against the trustee, I have not the dight<st 
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doubt that the parties really meant what they said. The terms of the 
bargain make it a bargain for differences, plus an option given to the 
a to demand delivery on payment of an increased price. But the 
seller can never call on the buyer to take delivery. The buyer could 
answer, ‘‘ No. 
differences,”’ 
below. 

Ricsy and Vavenan Witurams, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounsgL, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and dA. H. Carrington; M. Muir 
Mackenzie. Soutcrrors, Ingle, Holmes, § Sons ; Chester § Co. 


[Revorted by R. C. Macxenzre, Barrister-at-Law.} 


I shall not pay for the stock; I shall only pay the 
The appeal must therefore be allowed, with costs here and 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re TOM-TIT CYCLE CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 14th and 20th Dec ; 
9th Feb. 


Company—WInpinc up—Conrract—NeEciect To Recister—Companies 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 131), s. 25—Companres Act, 1898 (60 & 
61 Vicr. c. 26). 


This was an application by Mr. C. Urquhart Fisher for relief under the 
Companies Act, 1898. The company was incorporated in January, 1897, 
with a capital of £10,000 in £1 shares. The company was formed for the 

urpose of manufacturing and selling cycles and acquiring patents and 
icences. According to the evidence it was formed in particular to acquire 
through a Mr. R. L. Philpots a licence to manufacture cycles under a 
certain patent granted to one Halbach. Philpot according to the evidence 
was to receive 5,000 full-paid shares in the company for the licence and 
for his general superintendence, but he at the same time agreed to hand 
over 2,500 shares to direc‘ors of the company. This arrangement was, how- 
ever, never putin writing. The licence under Halbach’s patent was granted 
to Philpot, who held it as trustee for the company, and the company 
manufactured and sold cycles under it. The applicant acted as solicitor 
to the company. The company and Philpot agreed that the 5,000 shares 
should be allotted to the applicant as Philpot’s nominee. The applicant 
therefore drew up a contract dated the 6th of May, 1897, and made 
between the company and the applicant, whereby for the nomina 
consideration of 5s. the company agreed to allot to him 5,000 fully-paid 
shares numbered 5,001 to 10,000 inclusive. This contract when sealed by 
the company was filed with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies before 
any of the shares referred to in it were allotted. The company went into 
voluntary liquidation on the 8th of November, 1897, and in May, 1898, 
a compulsory winding up order was made against it. The applicant had 
transferred a number of his shares to directors, but in the winding up the 
liquidator sought to have him made liable to pay for these shares, on the 
ground that the filed contract was insufficient under szction 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. The applicant therefore now applied for relief 
under the Act of 1898, and the directors made a similar application. 

Wuicut, J., held that the Act of 1898 was applicable to the case where 
there was no written contract at all and also where the contract was 
different in terms from the contract which had been filed. The Act of 
1898 was intended to cover every kind of slip which resulted in non- 
compliance with section 25 of the Act of 1867. No hard-and-fast rule 
could be laid down, but every case must be decided on its own merits. The 
words in section 1 ‘‘ consideration other than cash ’’ covered a case where 
apy part of the consideration was other than cash, as well as a case where 
the consideration was wholly other than cash. The Act was very wide in 
its terms and should not be cut down, but every case ought to be dealt 
with on its merits —Counser, Frank Evans; Jenkins, Q.C., and Norman 
Craig ; H. Reed, Q.C., and Stewart Smith. Soutcrrors, 7. Urquhart Fisher ; 
Fullilove & Co. ; Everitt § Hodgekinson. 

| Reported by C. W. Mzav, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
FQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 

The snuual meeting of the Equity and Law Life Assurance Society was 
held on agcee p the 14th inst., at the Society’s House, 18, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, Mr. Cecil Hy. Russell, the chairman, presiding. 

The report stated that the new sums assured under 637 policies had 
amounted to £639,688, of which £95,232 were reassured. ‘The new 

emiums were £43,615 11s. 6d., and the reassurance premiums 
£5,138 5s. 9d., leaving net new premiums of £38,477 5s. 9d., of which 
£17,873 7s. 10d. were single premiums. The gross amount of assurances 
in force at the end of the year was £9,414,139 9s., of which £1,128,503 
were reassured ; and the net premium income was £293,720 12s. Gd., as 
against £282,125 19s, 9d. in the preceding account. Tue amount received 
for interest and dividends was £105,047 1s. 10d., being an increase of 
£9,198 33. 10d. on the corresponding figure for 1897. The reversions 
yielded a profit of £24,547 11s. 7d. As consideration money for annuities 
£10,991 48. was received ; and sundry small receipts yielded £223 13s, 10d. 
The claims by death under 94 policies amounted to £137,241 6s., and nine 
endowment assurances, amounting in all to £15,75112s., matured. Thesesums 
included bonus additions of £40,111. In reporting theee figures the 
directors were happy to state, as they were able to do last year, that the 
¢ both in number and amount were considerably below tho 
expectation. On this occasion they not only fell short of the expected 
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amount by some £66,000, but their incidence was such as to give a 
hartdsome profit from mortality. The death of six annuitants caused the 
termination of annuities of £1,424 3s. 2d. The funds of the society were 
increased by £229,721 10s. 3d., being the largest sum ever added to them 
in anyone year. Excluding reversions, outsta! premiums and interest, 
and cash at bank, the funds were invested to produce an average rate of 
£3 15s. per cent., as com with £3 14s. 8d. in the pins 
account. ‘The result of the past year’s work, therefore, was very satisfactory, 
chewing, as it did, a substantial advance on that of the year 1897. 

Mr. A. F. Burerince (actuary and secretary) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the my Ww referred to the re 
loss the society had sustained in the death of the late chairman, Mr. J. M. 
Clabon, and asked the meeting to confirm a resolution by the 
directors expressive of their sorrow. They also recorded with deep regret 
the loss by death of Mr. T. P. Cobb, a director. ing to the business 
of the year, he said it had been very satisfactory, and shewed a marked 
advance upon that of the preceding year. The society had issued 637 
policies as against 522 in 1897, an increase of 115, the sums assured 
amounting to £639,680 as against £489,369 in 1897, an increase of over 
£150,000. The average amount of the policies was £1,004 as against £937 
in 1897, a gratifying though not a large increase. In new premiums a 
gross sum had been received of £43,600, and a net sum of £38,400, 
£25,196 and £23,421 in 1897, an increase of over £15,000. Analyzing 
these net premiums there would be found to be £20,600 of annual premiums 
and £17,600 single premiums, which, of course, compared very 
favourably with 1897, the annual premiums that year being £16,162 and 
the single premiums £7,259, there being, therefore, for 1898 an increase 
in annual premiunis of £4,441 and in single premiums of £10,600. The 
total net premium income for 1898 was £293,720 as against £282,135, an 
increase of upwards of £11,500. As consideration for annuities the society 
had received £10,900 as against only £1,250 last year. The amount received 
for interest and dividends was £105,047, an increase of upwards of £9,000. 
In this item the society was brought face to face with the fact that the 
rate of interest had permanently dropped. He thought there could be no 
doubt that the low prices now prevailing were likely to continue. But 
notwithstanding the society had a rate of interest of £3 15s. per cent. 
exclusive of reversions. The profit on reversions was £24,500 as against 
£11,400 in 1897, an increase of upwards of £13,000. They had paid in 
claims £152,900, of which about £102,000 were by death, £11, by 
endowment assurances which had matured, and £40,000 bonuses added to 
the policies. The difference between the anticipated and the actual claims 
was remarkable and very satisfactory. The society had paid away 
£66,704 less than the expectation. In 1897 it was £55,100 less than 
the expectation. The claims during 1898 had been 94 by death, 
and endowment 9, the average age at death being 62. The average 
amount of the policies becoming claims was £1,485 as against £2,100, 
including bonuces in the preceding year. While they had cause to con- 
gratulate themselves upon that very favourable state of things they must 
not forget that immunity from claims for les:es in one year must at come 
time or other be counterbalanced by subsequent losses. They had 
paid £9,000 in surrenders as against £6,000 m 1899, and in annuities 
£11,000 against £12,000. Adding the commission and expenses of 
manegement together it would be found that the expenses amounted 
to ouly £9 19s. per cent. upon the net premium income, which 
was a very low figure for an office which paid commission. At the end of 
the year the funds of the society were increased by no less a sum than 
£229,721, the largest addition which had ever been made in any one year. 
They were now in the fifth year of the quinquennium, and the sums added 
to the funds during the quinquennium were £599,574. The assets of the 
society were in a most satisfactory state. The investments were entered in 
the accounts at cost price, and their actual selling price would be consider- 
ably in excess. The loans on perronal security were over £20,000 as against 
£22,000 and a fraction in 1897, a decrease of £1,225. This was not a subject 
for congratulation, but the board were most careful in their selection. 
Under ‘investments’? was the item “‘ Freehold estates £15,093.’ These 
were originally mortgaged estates the interest on which fell into arrear and 
the mortgagors had suggested to the society to purchase the equity of 
redemption and the policies, and the board had adopted the suggestion. 
They had been recently valued at £3,000 beyond the £15,000. With 
regard to the fall in interest which was felt everywhere the board 
endeavoured to counterbalance it in three ways. In the first place they 
adopted a stringent mode of valuation. They began in the year 1890 by 
valuing the whole of the life assurances at 2} per cent. instead of 3 per 
cent., which had been the rate previously adopted. In 1895 they extenced 
that method by valuing all risks at 2} per cent. In the sacond place 
they claimed the benefit of the low rate of expenses, under 10 per cent. ; 
and thirdly, they bad the profit from the mortality as he had stated. 
‘Those were the weapons with which they must fight the fall in the 
rate of interest. In the last quinquennium the society’s profit from 
mortality was emaller than would have been the case on account of the 
epidemic of influenza, but during the four years of the present quinquennium 
a very handsome profit had been shewn. The board had not forgotten 
that as the world moved new forms of insurance were desirable, and they 
had, under Mr, Burridge’s advice, adopted a new scheme which they hoped 
would prove of value by which more tavourable terms were given to naval 
and military officers, though they did not claim to be the only office that 
had done this, Bat, broadly, by this arrangement officers etationed at 
home could insure by paying 10s, per cent, above the ordinary rates, while 
officers on foreign service, except the West Coast of Africa, paid 15s. per 
cent, over the ordinary rates ; officers in the Indian service were required 
to pay £1 over the ordinary rates, These were the rates with bonuses, 
but «a reduction was made where the bonus was applied iu reduction of 








extra premiums. Combined with this was the system of sinking fand 


that the company had a very fine insurances in force at 
the end of 1898 were £9,414,000 and £8,208,636 net, an increase over 
the previous year of £278,000. the income, interest, and 
the society had an income 490,000 a 3 

Mr. F. Peake seconded the m ing that it was the of 
some offices to calculate the interest upon reversions were 


current. The society did not do so, they excluded not only the profits 
on the reversions realized but on the increasing value of the existing 
reversions. 

The motion was carried. 

On the motion of Mr. Maries, seconded by Mr. Justice Granruam, the 
Hon. Chas. Russell was elected a director in the place of the late Mr. 
Cobb, the Cuarrman oe gomng ge the vacancy caused by the death of 
Mr. Clabon would not be up for the present, as it was 
desirable to secure the services of a gentleman representing one of the 
large provincial centres. 

The retiring directors, the Hon. Mr. Justice Grantham, Mr. Maples, 
Mr. Powell, and Mr. Cecil Russell, were re-elected. 

The retiring auditors, Mr. Bird and Mr. Dibdin, were re-elected, and 
the remuneration of the auditors fixed at 120 guineas. 4 

A vote of thanks was to the directors, and the sum of 3,500 
guineas voted to them for their services during the ensuing year. 

The Cuamman moved a vote of thanks to the staff for the most excellent 
way in which they conducted the affairs of the society. Mr. Burridge was 
a child of the society, trained in the office, and he and the assistant 
actuary, Mr. Phelps, and indeed all the staff did the work in a most 
admirable manner. The society were also greatly indebted to Dr. Symes- 
Thompson, the medical officer, and to their solicitors. 

Mr. Burerrer, in re thanks, said it was very pleasant to all the 
staff that their names should be connected with work which had resulted 
in what he ventured to think a very excellent report. He bore testimony 
to the efficiency of the staff, and was sure the society also valued 
services of the agents and in: who worked zealously and loyally. 


cs 


The staff were already occupying their attention with the heavy work con- 
nected with the forthcoming quinquennium, and no effort be 
to bring it to a satisfactory conclusion. ? 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman terminated the proceedings. 


BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the British Law Fire Insurance Co. was 
held at Cannon-street Hotel on Friday, the 10th inst., Mr. H. T. Noxtow 
(the chairman) presiding. yo 

The report stated that the net ium income was £58,477 Lis. as 
com with £57,256 6s. 4d. in previous year, being an increase of 
£1,221 4s. 83. This increase would have been considerably larger but for 
the fact that the directors had given up certain classes of guarantee 


business, which experience had shewn to be unprofitable owing to the 
high rate of losses resulting. The increase of direct net premium income 
in the year 1897 was £2,746 as against £3,252 in 1898. The 


after adjusting those outstanding at the end of 1897, allowing 
outstanding at the end of 1898, and deducting the amounts recoverable 
by reinsurance and indemnities, had amounted to £21,688 13s. 3d. The 
loss ratio for the year was 37 per cent. The accounts shewed an available 
balance of £14,100 5s. 1d. e directors to to reserve 
£6,000, thus bringing the reserve up to £33,000, to declare a dividend at 
the rate of a cent., free of income tax, for the year, and to carry forward 
£4,100 5s. 1d. 
Mr. H. Fosrer Curier (manager and secretary) having real the notice 
convening the meeting, 
The Cuarmman, in moving the adoption of the report, observed that the year" 
might generally bedescnbed as pop feng With regard to the net 
remium ——S increase of oot wou —" be At eer 
ora Vigorous and young company as this, but the e ion was to 
be seen in the repors. He would extend that explanations little. It had been 
found, as had been stated at twoorthreeannual meetings, and as was 
mentioned at the meetings of the representatives of the local boards, which 
were held twice a year, that the guarantee business which the ——— 
were doing was not on the whole s:tisfactory. There were classes of the 
guarantee business where the losses were much greater than was considered 
satisfactory, and the board had determined by degrees to cut out 
certain of these risks. The year before last they had given up £620 per 
annum ef this business—that was to say, they had guarantee business 
to the extent of £620 less than in the previons year; and m 1898 the 
guarantee business was less to the extent of £2,000 than in the previ 
year. Of cource that bad to be made good before the company could 
its net increare. The mainstay of the company was the direct business, 
which came to it owing to tte professional position of the directors as 
solicitors, and the very great assistance which was received from the local 
boards, the members of which, almost without exception, were solicitors, 
She ene eS «te 1898, after 
making good all the business whic gone away 
of change and so on, was £4,222, aud that was a satisfactory Inerease. 
That was reduced by £969 more of reinsurance in other offices than in the 
vious year, bringing it to £3,252. Then the £2,082 less L y-z-¥ 
usiness had to be made gvod, bringing it to the figure £1,221. 
Although the directors had carefully satetinel fee prophesyiug, still he had 
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e reason to think that the increase of direct business would be greater in 
-the future than in the past, for the reason that, being a young company, the 
limit even upon the best business was very much smaller than that of the 
big offices. In the case of the great country mansions and other establish- 
ments the company reinsured a great deal more than was usual with the 
big offices, but as the reserve fund increased and funds generally 
improved the board would be able to extend the limit and retain a greater 

roportion of direct business than at present. With regard to the net 
osses, the entire loss ratio compared with the annual premium income, 
excluding guarantee and guarantee losses, was 37 per cent. That was 


v 

cd west be regarded as satisfactory. But to shew how good the direct 
business was, he might tell them that the losses arising therefrom, as 
compared with the direct annual premium income, was less than 25 per 
cent., a figure which he had some difficulty in getting the representatives 
of other big offices to believe. The accounts shewed an available balance 
of £14,100, and the directors proposed to carry to reserve £6,000, to 
declare a dividend at the rate cf 4 per cent., and to carry forward £4,100, 
from which would be deducted the income tax. Referring again to the 
guarantee business, that had been reduced to a very little more thana 
fifth of the whole business of the company. The average of the 
premiums upon the whole of the risks, direct and guarantee together, 
was as low as 2s. 6°16d. The investments were all of a very first-rate 
class. The amount due from agents was £10,559, which was a 
-large figure, but that was owing to the fact that the Christmas 


premiums could not be collected till the end of the year, and over | 
£8,000 of that had already come in, and the rest was with sound | 


companies and sound agents. In conclusion he had only to express 
the obligation the company was under to its lccal directors and local 
staffs. It was owing to them to a great extent that the direct busi- 
ness was cafried on with a personal knowledge which was not at the 
command of other companies. Agents who received a commission for 
introducing the business could not be relied upon to make the critical 
examination which the case would receive from a local board, and it was 
doubtless due to that to a great extent that there was so low an average 
of losses upon the direct business. 
in the affairs of the company. There were a great many of the representa- 
tives of the local boards present to-day. They came up twice a year to 
discuss important matters which not only affected the local districts but 
the head office as well, and he could assure the meeting that he had 
never seen the business more carefully conducted at any of the boards of 
other companies which he had to attend profes:ionally, and that great 
unanimity reigned amongst them all. 
. W. Maries seconded the motion. 

Several shareholders addressed the meeting, expressing in each instance 
their satisfaction with the report, but suggesting, in one or two cases, that 
a larger dividend would be welcome. 

The Cuareman, in reply, said he was sure the meeting would feel that it 


would be very unwise for the board to bind themselves or the company upon | 


any question of dividends inthefuture. Thestrength of an insurance office 
was in its reserve, and that was strongly impressed upon the local as well 


as the home boards. The reserve must be looked atter for a great many | 


years to come, and the dividends would have attention when the company 
bad a strong reserve. With regard to the expenses, the board had never 


kept back from the shareholders from the first that they did not intend to | 


g° upon the principle of small expenses. They had embarked upon a 


arge scale of expenditure with the full knowledge of the shareholders and | 


with the knowledge that it would take time before the accumulating 
— income would bring it to a normal rate. It was being reduced 

ly but surely every year, although this year that was not shewn to the 
same extent because the company gave up £2,000 of guarantee business. 
Therefore there was an increased expenditure corresponding with the 
increase of direct premium business of between £4,000 or £4,000, and the 
net increase was only £1,222. Had they not cut away the guarantee 
business, the expense ratio would have been some 2 per cent. less than 
last year. 

The report was unanimourly adopted and the dividend declared. 

On the motion of the Cuarm»an, seconded by Mr. Marvts, the retiring 
directors, Messrs. BR. J. Bowerman, B. L. 
Herbert W. Nelson, Arthur George Parson, and Harry Woodward, were 
re-elected. 

On the motion Of Mr. Corzs, eeconded by Mr. Corus, the auditors, 
Mesers. Turquand, Youngs, & Uo., were re-elected, and their remuneration 
fixed at 200 guineas. 

On the motion of Mr. Corrs, seconded by Mr. O’Donocuve, a vote of 
thanks was passed to the chairman, directors, and ttaff, both gentlemen 
speaking in the highest terms of their services. 

The Onaiixay returned thanks. 

Mr. Curtivxu also responded, observing that he was proud of the account 
he had been able to lay before this the eleventh mecting of the company. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. W. H. Macxanaua (one of the Assistant Masters of the Supreme 


Court, Royal Courts of Justice) has becn appoint<d to act as Registrar of 
the Court under the Benefices Act, 1894. 


Mr. Avotyuce H. Tvuxex, has been appointed Procurator-General of 
Jersey in the place of William H. V. Vernon, appointed Bailiff, 


low, as low as almost any of the offices he thought would be this year, | 


The local boards took a great interest | 


Fulford, William Hitchins, | 


INFORMATION WANTED. 

Monracvu Batpwiy.—Any person having in his custody or possession 
the Will of Mcntagu Baldwin, Esq., late of Streatham, in the county of 
Surrey, deceased, or a draft thereof, or knowing anything as to the 
existence of any such Will, is requested to communicate with Rev. E. C. 
Baldwin, of Harston Vicarage, Cambridge. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Barnes has been suffering from a sharp attack of influenza 
| at Ipswich. He expects to be able to resume his duties early next week. 


The annual meeting of the Selden Society will be held on Wednesilay 
the 22nd inst., at the Council Rcom, Lincoln’s-inn Hall at 4.30 p.m 
The Master of the Rolls will preside. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society will take place at the 
| Trocadero Restaurant on Monday, the Ist of May. Mr. Choate, the 
| American Ambassador, Lord Russell of Killowen, Lord Justice Romer, and 
Sir Edward Clarke, Q.0., M.P., will be among the guests of the evening. 


It is proposed in the South Carolina Legislature, says the Albany Law 
Journal, to add to the oath of office a declaration that the official has not 
participated in a lynching in any manner since the Ist of January, 1899, 
and a promise not to engage in a lynching during his term of office. The 
same declaration would be asked of those seeking admission to the bar. 
| During the bearing of a special jury case on Monday, says the TZimes, 
| the Lord Chief Justice, addressing Mr. Witt, Q.C,, said that the position 
| of his list was an illustration of the inconvenience arising from solicitors 
| not giving an intimation that cases had been settled. There were twelve 
| cases in the London special jury list, and of the six put down for the first 
| day five had been settled. ‘Che absence of any intimation was exceedingly 
inconvenient. 


We are informed that the National Anti-Gambling League have been 
advised by Mr. A. R. Jelf, Q C., and other counsel that the decision just 
announced cannot claim authority in any future case, unless the same facts 
| could be proved as those admitted without proof in Kempton Park case. 
| The League is expected to take immediate action, in all probability by 
| another prosecution, when the admitted facts and the authority of the 
| Kempton case will be challenged, and the decision of the special Divisional 
| Court in Hawke v. Dunn will be relied upon. 


| The recent death of Mr. Irving Browne, says the Central Law Journal, 
brings not only a sense of personal affliction to the many who knew and 
| 





| 
| 
| 


admired him for his sterling qualities of mind and heart, but in addition a 
| serious loss to the literature and science of the law. While not a practi- 
| tioner of much prominence, he was by his writings and teachings of con- 
| siderable aid to the profession. He was not only the author of some 
| exceedingly good treatifes, but as editor for years of the Albany Law 
| Journal, and later as the occupant of what is known as ‘‘The Lawyers’ 
| Easy Chair’’ in the Green Bag, he contributed a great deal in the shape of 
| entertaining comments on recent novel cases that has been of suggestive 
| and practical value. [Mr. Irving Browne is known to English lawyers as 

the American editor ot ‘‘ Ruling Cases.’’] 

At the funeral gervice for the late Lord Herechell, which is to be held in 

| Westminster Abbey at noon on Tuesday next, the Queen will be repre- 
sented by Lord Churchill, the Prince of Wales by Sir Francis Knollys, 
| and the Duke of York by the Hon. Derek Keppel. The mourners will 
| consist solely of the family, the former private secretaries, and the vicar 
| and churchwardens of St. Peter’s Church, Eaton-square. The pall- 
| bearers will be as follows: On the right the Lord Chancellor, the Earl of 
| Kimberley, Lord Strathcona (High Commissioner of Canada), the Speaker 

of the House of Commons, and Mr. Victor A. Williamson, C.M.G.; and 
| on the left the United States Ambassador, Mr. Balfour, M.1’., Lord James 
| of Hereford, Sir Henry Roscoe (Vice-Chancellor of London University), 

and Mr. Francis W. Buxton. The Lords Justices of Appeal will be 

accommodated with stalls in the choir. The order of service will be similar 
| to that used in the case of the late Earl of Lathom. 


The Supreme Court of Vermont, says the Chicago Law Journal, holds 
that evidence of exclamations while asleep is not admi+sible in personal 
injury cases. In Plummer v. Ricker (41 Atl. Rep. 1045), which was an 
action for damages sustained from a vicious dog, the plaintiff's father was 
asked to describe in a general way how his son appeared from the tims he 
was bitten down to the time the wounds healed, and stated, among other 
things, that at night especially, the moment he would drop into a drowee, 
he w-uld jump right up and call, ‘‘ Take him off—the dog is biting me.’’ 
Justice Start, delivering the opinion of the Supreme Court, said: ‘* Under 
this ruling, the jury were at liberty to consider the words spoken by the 
plaintiff while in sleep, upon the question of how the attack of the dog 

| impressed itself upon him and effected his nerves. Words spoken while 
in sleep are not evidence of a fact or condition of mind. ‘hey procecd 
| from an unconscious and irresponsible condition ; they have little or no 
meaning ; they are as likely to refer to unreal facts or eonditions as to 
things real; they are wholly unreliable; and a jury ought not to be 
allowed to guess that such expressions are produced by a present mental or 
| physical condition. ‘The expressions of a person in sleep may be induced 
without cause, and by past a» well as present conditions. In dreams, 
things long forgotten return, and we live over a past which has no relation 
to present conditions, and exclamations then made are as likely to be 
induced by a past as by a present condition. If what the plaintiff said 
while in sleep can be given any meaning, it was narration of a past event, 
and did not indicate hiv present mental or physical condition, and the 
testimony was hearsay and inadmivvit le,”’ 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Registrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Norra. STIEBLING. 
Monday, March...........20 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie 
7. .21 Beal Jackson Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Beal Jackson Carrington 
Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Beal Jackson Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Romer. Byagyg. 
Monday, March...,...........20 Mr, King Mr. Leach Mr. Church 
y 21 Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
ing Leach Church 
Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
King Leach Church 
Farmer Godfrey Greswell 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


March 21.—Mesers. Davin Burnett & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Building Land in Mile 
End, with an important frontage of 108ft. Solicitor, J. Harwood, Ksq , London.— 
Two Leasehold Houses and Shops in Walworth, let at £83 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Farlow & Fuller, on.—Freehold Building 1 Land in oa, with 
frontage of 160ft. Solicitors, Pasco ‘Daphne, Esq., London. ——— eS 
Gravesend, with large - Solicitors, essrs. ary & | Hargrove, Lond 
Private Residence in Chelsea, value £65 per ann’ also Leasehold Geound-cent 
of £5 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Segar, Bastard, & Co., London.—Leasehold 
Residence in Shepherd’s Bush, let at £28 per annum. Bolicitors, Messrs. Lydall 
& Sons,London. (See adv ertisements, this week, p. 340. 

March 21.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Faruer, & Brivcew ATER, +e the Mart, at 2: 
ee an dy -mansions, Piccadilly-cireus: a some and im Block of modern 

Buildings, at the corner of Shaftesbury-avenue and Piccadilly: adjoining the 
Monico Restaurant, having a commanding frontage of about itt. 9in., and covering 
@ ground area of about 3,690 square feet. The gross rentals amount to upwards of 
£3,800 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Wilde, Moore, & Wigston. London.—No. 16, 
Young-strect, Kensington: an interesting Freehold Property, fermerly the residence 
of William Makepeace Ape wy where several of his best-known works are believed 
to have been written; let on lease at £120 per annum. Solicitors, a Jessopp & 
Gough, Waltham Abbey, Essex. (See advertisements, March 11, p. 5 

March 21.—Messrs. Grant, Wurripon, & Co., at the Mart, at 2, the valuable and well- 
secured Leasehold Improved Ground-Rents, amounting to £232 2F annum, sec 
on property at Lee, Kent, held from the Commissioners of H.M. Woods and Forests 
for 65 $s unexpi Solicitors, Messra. Leefe & Leefe, London. (See advertise- 


ear 
ment, March 11, p. 324.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrietp were successful in selling the Freehold Property 
or maet gy] on Model Farm, Neasden, on Wednesday last, at the Mart, E.C., the price 
eing 00, 





REVERSIONS AND Liré PovicrEs. 


The sime firm also sold, at the Mart, on Thursday, various Lots of the above Interests 
for a total of £17,385, as follows : - 


REVERSIONS: s 
Absolute to Two-fifths of £18,430 ; life 64 oe Sold 3,340 
Absolute to Freeholds —— £145 per annum ; life » 1,200 


Absolute to One-twelfth of £37,283, and One-third ws Leasehols 


value £5,650, and a Share of Income; life 70 sy 4,175 
Abolute to One-fifth of £3,800; life74 ... » 460 
Absolute to £758 Manchester Corporation Stock ; ‘life 89; and 

Reversion to One-fourth of ri 293 India same life » 2,650 
Absolute to One-fourteenth of £18,800; life 57 . an » 495 
LIFE POLICIES: 

For £1,000; life 63... ‘ eee ° oe “ « 59 820 
For £700; same life ooo o oes ~ ° » 565 
For £500; same life . eee eee oe » 515 
For £1,000 ; life 72 ° * * oes + 9 880 
For £1,000; life 60 oo eee o oe eee coe 6g (ss GD 
For £500 ; life 69 eee . o o . * 7 » 355 
For £2,500 ; life 44 soo ove ove a ove ” 900 
For £400 endowment ; same ‘life ons ee . “ tee . » 
For £600; same life . ove a oo = » 190 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, March 10. 


Laxrrgp—Oseditoss are rue, om or bere Apel 8 wd ni 


Tasaee Coan 

cod drome, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Paxton 
CGlatken, 5 and 6, opsgate st Without 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Oxp Currey Tree Permaxent Mvtvat Sicx Beverir Society, Safe Harbour Inn, Stepney, 
3 
Sim Rowiaxp Hitt Lover or {Opp Fettows, Bay Horse Hotel, Pickering, Yorks. 


True Barrons’ Society, Mount Pleasant Inn, Lower Union st, Dowlais, Glam. Feb 2¢ 

SuspENDED ror Tuoree Monrus. 

Loyat Yourus’ TrrumpHaxt Lopes, A.O.G.F. Frrexpty Socrery, Cardigan Arms Inn, 
B Leeds. March 4 


PIONEERS or Procasss Sick axp Buriat Society, Exchange Coffee House, 112, Pitfield st, 
Hoxton. Fe 
Prorestant FRIENDLY Society, Bute Arms Inn, Aberdare, Glam. Feb 23 


London Gazette—Tvurspay, March 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep my CHANcery. 


Asm, Crosta, & Co, Lamrenn—Cunitiens osm sauteed, op ot before May 

s and addresses, and the particulars of or claims, to 

City. chmbrs, South parade, Nottingham. Green & Williams, Nottingham, solors 

uit 

Bonar ¢ Coxrectioyery Co, Lumtrsp — Creditors are 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

1Zanasec bere te Locese Colne ane Suauienls 9 

‘ v4 », ITED— are 
— mn us Re their debts before Apel 39, to sand 


their names and addresses, and the particulars 
Brown, 147, Leadenhall st 

Eastuayx PHororapPHic Marertats Co, Liurep (ix Leen) ee are 
required, on or before A: 17, to send in their names and dresses, and the 


of their claims, to John Walter and John Moriarty Whitchurch 43, 
Clerkenwell rd. Kerly & Co, Gt Winchester st, solors - 

J Layeriretp & Co, Limrrep (1x sppemanen aes are ee on or before 
Sar § net Oe ea ee a, = or claims, 
to Robert Fle’ ured, 45, Spring gdns, Manchester. Sale & Co, Manchester, 
solors to liquidator 


Parent Guity Co, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1. to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars "s of the their debts or claims, to Richard City 
chmbrs, South parade, Nottingham. Green & Williams, Nottingham, ppiiisonon 


dator 
d, on or before May 1, to send their 
Ferguson 
¥. & , Beproom Surrz axp Franitvre Co, Limirep— Petn for 
to 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Mar 





Sotway Sreamsaip Co, Linrrrp—Credit 
a and addresses, and the particulars a their debts or claims, to 
sented March 9. be heard on March 22. McK ceana & Oe. if and Ok Melee 
hall st, solors for petners. Notice of aj g must reach the above-named not later 
FRIENDLY nai DISSOLVED, 
Chastanen Troouse Manvracturine Socrery, Liw:rep, Park View, Congleton, Chester. 
March 7 


Mippiesex Hatt Temperance Sick Socrery, 58, Church way, Somers Town. March 7 
Noypanfit DressMAkING ASSOCIATION, Louten, 17, York pl, Baker st. March 3 








WARNING TO InTENDING House Purcuasgrs AnD Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an ‘aa from The Sanitary 


Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—{Apvr.] 


Tue Sortcrrors’ Brstness Transrer aND Panrnersnir Agsncy.—This 
Agency has been established for the purpose of offering to Solicitors 
facilities for Purchasing and Selling Practices and Partnershi Similar 
facilities have for a long period been enjoyed by the Medical and other 
Professions.—For full particulars apply to the Secrerary, 31 and 32; 
King William-street, E.C. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gaszeite.—Fuivayr, Feb. 17. 
Curxeny, Joun Wars, Bildeston, Suffolk, Gent March 29 Wiggia v Chinery, North, J 





JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowirep rn CHANCERY. 


Anpen Cycie Firrixas ano Eyarnerrine Co, Limttep (iy Voitcntary Ligu ee 
Creditors are required, on or before April 5, to send their names and addresses, an 
particulars of their debts or claims, to G. W. L. Thompson, Union chmbra, 63, Te nae 
row, Birmingham 

Biawiranam AND Suruavan Esvares Co, Liwrrep (1x Votuntany Liguipation)—Creditors 
are required, on or before March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Daniel John Jordan, 83, Colmore row, Birmingham. 

Shakespeare & Co, Birmingham, solors to liquidator 

County or Srarvorp Bank, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send 
their names and addrosses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Samuel | 
Loveridge and Richard Williams, Count; ver ot Stafford Bank, Wolverhampton. Dent 
Adams, Wolverhampton, solors for liquidators 

Dexuay, Wirnycomer, & Co, Limirep (in. Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or | 
before March 29, to send their names and dresses, and the particulars of their debts 

Bridgwater, Somerset 

imirkD—Creditors are required, on or before April 
10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, | 
to Elkanah Mackintosh Sharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham, Wells & Hind, Notting- 
ham, solors to liquidator 

Hounswoarn Dyeixa Co, Linivrep—Creditors are required, = or before April 1, to send | 
their names and addresses, and full particulars of th their debts or aS to ae 
wensy Wild, Joseph Moxon Kirk, and Ernest Fitzherbert Holdsworth 

Mills, Cleckheaton, Birstal. Farrar & C Crowther, Bradford, solors for on Ry 

Nayrya.o Ex.ep ano Bream Coat Con.ienrs, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 

before A 24, to send their names and and 

claims, to John Martin Wood, Victoria chmbrs, Bridge st, 


or claims, to William Henry ‘Tamlyn, 
Farnpanks Rim Manvracrurine Co, 





ewport, Mon 


| 
| 


& 
| Airxens, Epwarv Banga, 


a 


Newman, igh 
Woon, Tuomas, Hindle Green, Lanes, Farmer March 20 Wood vy Wood, Registrar, 
Liverpool Peck, Wigan 
London Gazette. —Trvespay, Feb. 21, 

Hamenrox, Berraa, Grosvenor March 38 Hedemann y Spottiswoode, Stirling, J 
Spottiswoode, Norfolk st, Strand e 

May, Avprey Avorn Sonning, nr Reading, Butcher March 1S Medealf v May, 
Kekewich, J Basinghall st 

London Gazette. —Fripay, Feb. SM. 

Brarrawairs-Witsox, Caunistorner Wisox, Heversham, Westmorland, J.P. March 30 
Argles v Braithwaite-Wilson, Kekewich, J Clarke & Co, Gresham House, Ol 
Broad st 

London Gazette. —Turspay, Feb. 38. 


Spring V. mew. 3 pawn Svante, Miinois State, U.S.A., Account 

ant 28 Aitkens v Aitkens, K +—" New inn, Strand 
Pewesarox, Tuomas Hooxs, Tividale Wake Tividale, Staffs March 22 Stirling, J 
Waterhouse, Wolverbampten 


Lendon Gaseite,—Faripay, March 3. 


Bowman, Jony Base asTie, Belle Vue, Darlington, Durham, Bsq April5 Bowman y 
, Watson, North, J Hodgson, Darlington 


Lendon Gazette.—Turapay, March fT. 


Feyy, Triomwas Jawes, Norwich, Saw Mill Proprietor April T Jewson vy Watts, North, J 
Blyth, Norwich 


of their debts or | Jac xeon, To Guar, Coe, Cumberland, Yeoman MarehSi Jackson y Lancaster, 
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London Gasette,—Fripay, March 10. 


seca oer ns one pet? Taylor v Betterton and Byles vy Betterton, 


—— ~ —¥" —— Buckloves” April 15 Gibson v Lucas, Registrar, Liverpool 


ia, Pome Lae Zane Ends, ur Hetton le Hole, Durham March 30 Trotteyv 
Priddin, Houghton le pring 
eae Whisple, De Devon, Farmer April 7 Brooking v Smith, Byrne, J Daw, 
London Gazetie.—Tvurspay, March 14. 


¢ Bouton, Pontetrs Es. Farmer April 11 Morrell vy Morrell Stirling, J 
, Pontefra 


Saar, Watt an, 


a om Joun, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 95. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Feb. 21, 
Assox, WiLt14mM, Hunslet, Leeds, Joiner March 20 Wooler & Co, Leeds 
AwypeeEw, Ross, Swinton, nr Manchester Aprill Bowden & Co, Manchester 
Awprews, Tuomas Josern, Leeds, Cashier April1 Simpson & Simpson, J.eeds 
Aprieton, Atrrep, Ieleworth, March 81 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Bapagr, Joseru, Carmarthen March 21 Randell & Saunders, Llianelly 
Baapsuaw, Davin, and Shans Brapsuaw, Battle, Sussex, Licansed Victuallers March 31 


Bu, Jossrn, Eastwood, 5 4 Farmer March 30 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 

Burnaby, Cnanries Ausert, St Neots, Hunts Aprill Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 

CagstHaM, James, Manchester, Hotel Keeper March 21 Needham & Co, Manchester 

Oviusx, Epwanp, Goldington st, 8t Pancras March 20 Smith & Rydon, Lincoln’s inn 

Guxtirre; Henry Fietpina, Chester March 16 Brown & Co, Stockport 

Custis. Bensamin Couivup, Bexley Heath, Kent, Licensed Victualler March 30 Tyler, 
Gracechurch st 


Dyuz, Jouyn Dapenes, Rogate, nr Petersfield, Hants March 20 Tucker & Co, Serle st, 
‘Lincoln's 


Fare, Saran Jaye, Monkspath Hall, Warwick April1 Lowe, Birmingham 
Faravsow, awe Lesiiz, Claughton, Chester, Cotton Broker April 4 Whitley & Co, 


Gapeie.ii, Mrs Henrietta, Hyde Park April29 Clarke & Co, Gresham House 

GreennaLoan, Avprey, Blackpool April 14 Horrocks, Blackpool 

Hanzris, Henny, Coleman st, Solicitor March 20 Harris, Coleman st 

Hawxss, Eva, Southernhay, Exeter April6 Wright, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hearon, Wituiam, Urmston, Salesman March 21 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Henpenrson, Evien, Clapham April3 Mellows, Fenchurch bldgs 

Hooaanrrs, Marcanret Auicr, Lancaster March 31 Wilmshurst & Stones, Huddersfield 

Hovrcuins, Josrru, Reading, Horse Dealer March 31 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Inetanp, James Crayrietp Cuayrizip, Brislington, Somerset March 18 Danger & 
Cartwright, Bristol 

Jackson, Henry, Wokingham, Berks March 25 May, Wokingham 


Kensnaw, Rev Hexny, Greenhow Hill, nr Pateley Biidge, York March 3 Wise & Son, 
Lamperr, Samvet, Oldham, Grocer March18 Sixsmith, Oldham 

Lepsroox, Mra Mary, Ditherington, Shrewsbury March 10 Morgan, Shrewsbury 
Mackig, ag Silverton, Devon, Tea Planter March 18 Irvine & Borrowman, Hart 


Mason, Hewny, Shipley, York, Worsted Spinner April 20 Vint & Co, Bradford 
Meyzirs, Witt1am, Newcastle upon Tyne April1 Stanton & Atkinson, Newcastle upon 
Murray, Tuomas, Manchester, Commission Agent March 17 Orrell, Manchester 
Naytor, Caan.rs, New Wortley, Lecds, Engineman March 20 Wooler & Co, Leeds 
Prenperoast, Dr Josern Moran Vincent, Paris March 81 R&LduCane, Gray'sinn sq 
Prestow, Curistiana, Ramsgate March 20 Darley & Cumberland, John st, Bedford row 
Bev, Davin, Oyster Merchant, Liverpool March 27 Rudd, Liverpool 
Scott, Rosgrt, Newcastle upon Tyne, House Agent March17 Rhagg, Newcastle upon 
Siursox, Tuomas, Weetwood, Leeds, Sovicitor April1é6 Simpson & Simpson, Leeds 
Skinyertox, Ropert, Abingdon rd, Kensington April 15 Helmore, Lancaster pl, 
SourawortH, Mary Towxexp, Edgeley, nr Stockport March 25 Dixon & Linnell, 
r 
Swanrprick, Many, York, Harrogate Feb 25 Gilling, Harrogate 
Taso, Joun Wit114m, Shepherd’s Bush, Solicitor March 25 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Trowas, Jonx Henny, Johannesburg, South Africa, Outfitter March 25 Paige & Grylls, 
Redruth, C 


ornw: 

Warptkr, Beysamiy, Leeds, Publicon March 20 Wooler & Co, Leeds 

‘Wasren, Martin Leonanrp, Norwich March 25 Blyth, Li. D, Norwich 

wpm, Seams Nasmytu, Southport, Civil Engineer March 17 Hadfield & Co, Man- 
: ¢ r 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 24. 

ALEXANDER, Frepeaicx, Ryde, I W March18 Webb, Portsea 
Amers, Jaxz, Newcastle upon Tyne April? Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on Tyne 
Aurry, Jonx, Newcastle upon Tyne, Estate Agent April7 Wilkinson & Marshall, New- 

castle upon Tyne 
‘BaregaverL, Eowanp, sen, Leicester March 25 Neale, Leie-ster 
Basrapart, Epwarp, jun, Leicester, Licensed Victualler March 25 Neale, Leicester 
Paper, Joun, ‘Hanover ter, Regent’s Park March 23 Martineau & Reid, Raymond 


gs 
camer i ag 4CKMORE, een, fomerset, Photographic Artist Apil 10 Sugden 


& Barford. Ironmonger 
Benwnam, Mary, Leytonstone April5 Wragg, Gt St Helen’s 


Berne tt, Josrru, Shepherd’s Bush April5 Baker & Francis, Marylebone rd 
Brerisip, Witi1amM, Dover March 25 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Buayp, Isapeiia, Liverpool May 20 Whitaker, Lancaster pl 

Dates, Many Axx, Burnley March 10 Orecke & Son, Burnley 


| 
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Epwarps, Epizaters, Clifton, Bristol. March 25 Danger & Cartwright, Bristol 
Everson, Tuomas, Plymouth April 25 Wilson, Plymouth 

Gipson, CHARLES, Sheffield, Stamper .March 31 Stacey, Sheffield 

Go.p, CuanLes Henry, Bexhill, Sussex, Builder April1 Chalinder, Hastings 

Sanrex, Poona, Southend on £ea, Licensed Victualler April 22 Todd & Co, Southend 


Hasse, Coartotre Green, Cheltenham April 24 Rooke & Macdonald, Bath 

Hayman, Bevinpa, Peckham March 15 Peard & Son, Sise In 

Herirack, Cnartorre, Weston super Mare March 25 Merrils & Ede, Cardiff 

Hewitt, Grorce, Birmingham, Coal Dealer March $1 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 

Hicxes, Paut, Little Givendale, York, Farmer April12 Robson, Pocklington 

Jostrx, Wirtiam, Monken eg, Middlesex, Confectioner March 30 Bannister & 
Reynolds, Basinghall st 

Lampert, Susan, Queen’s Gate ter March 30 Budd & Co, Austin Friars 

LronarpD, DawiEt, Birmingham, Gun Maker March 25 Wood & Co, Birmingham 

Livixastow, Prisci.ia, Macclesfield Aprill Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Livixestoyx, Witt1AM, Scarborough April1 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 


Luprorp-AsTLey, Jonn NewpicatTe Francis, Ansley, Warwick April 10 Dewes & 
Harris, Nuneaton 


McEvappy, James, Middlesborough, Labourer March 20 Thompson, Middlesborough 

Mazniort, Hexrietra, Canterbury March 31 Wood, Finsbury sq 

Menrepew, Grorce, Kingston on Thames, Builder March 25 Durham & Co, 
Arundel st 


Mitts, James, Liverpool, Tallow Chandler March 31 Thompson, Liverpool 

Nix, Miss Janz, Reading March 14 Watts, St Ives, Hunts 

Payne, Josnva, Leicester April 5 J & 6 Harris, Leicester 

Potanp, MArcaret, Liverpool March 8 Boyle & Picton, Liverpool 

Rosrysoy, GerAtp, Southsea March 24 Miller, Liverpool 

Rosrnson, JosePn One, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Solicitor April 1 Dalby & Moor, Birkenhead 
Roy se, ExvizanerTa, Didsbury March 25 Vaughan, Stockport 

Savitte, Anne, Cr ll, nr Manchester March 31 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe, Lancs 
Scorr, James Narrye, Blackheath park March 24 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 

Scorr, Lit1ias Ropertson, Surbiton, Surrey March 24 Murray & Co, Birchin ln 
Suerriz_p, Groncr, Putney Aprill Lawrence & Co, New sq 

Surru, Epwix W114, Stourport, Worcester April 22 Bill, Walsall 

Soapy. Josern, Bude, Cornwall April? Gard, Devonport 

Srorry, Mary, Parton, nr Whitehaven, Innkeeper March 2) Thompson, Whitehaven 
Tooke, Jang, North Walsham, Norfolk March 14 Wilkinson, North Walsham 


Waser, Bernt ALEXANDER, Kensington April 8 Leathley & Willes, Lincoln’s 
inn fie 





London Gazetie.—Turspay, Feb. 28 


ALEX =. 2 a Sunnyside, nr Abergavenny March 381 
A 


Ancu, Snake “4 , = Ashby, Northampton, Innk-eper March 31 Parker, Welling- 
rough 


Arwoip, Faeperick Monrtaau, Beccles, Suffolk March 27 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
Banxs, Exeanor, Southport March 25 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
But, Heyry, Birkenhead March 31 Molden & Cotton, Birkenhead 


Gabb & Walford, 


| CoauLan, James Averstus, Balham March 31 Eu:rdley & Co, Charles st, St James sq 


Co..tettT, Heyry, Chippenham, Wilts March 31 Hewitt & Chapman, Nicholas In 


Daai a, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Wholesale Provision Merchant April13 Dickinson 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Day, Exizavetu Caruenrine, St Leonards on Sea March30 Day, Nottingham 


Denton, Heten, Beverley, York June1 Nowell & Co, Barton on Humber 

Fisner, WitiiamM, Liverpool March 30 Hosking, Liverpool 

Gotprsproven, Tuomas ABNoLD, Bristol, Tobacconist April 5 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Goopurxp, Ricnarp, Leeds March 31 Beaumont & Co, Leeds 

Grey, E1izapetu, South Kensington Ap.il3 Tyriell & Co, Albany ct yd, Piccadilly 

Houmpnries, Sterxen Hesry, Bridgnorth, Salop June 24 Cooper & Haslewood, 

Hoxr, B oan, Castleford, York, Manufacturing Chemist March 20 Phillips, 
Castleford 

Know soy, Ricnarp §narrer, Knaresborough April 3) Addjman & Evans, Leeds 

Locxnart, Emma, Boscombe, Hants March 31 Robinson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lovett, Tnomas James, Meadow rd, Fentimanrd March 25 Lovett, Meadow rd 

McTormick, Ropert GEORGE, Whalley Range, nr Manch:ster March 25 Lancashire & 

Mac Ba Warren CazR, Taviton st, Gordon sq March 31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster 


pl 
ME LERSH, Fesve nick, Reigate, Brewer March 30 Head & Co§ Reigate 


O’Briey, Mrs Fravces, Sacriston, Durham March 28 Mawson, Durham 

Pavi, Fayny Jane, Kensington April 24 Flux & Leadbitter, Leadenhall st 

Puitpivs, CLemess ALBERT, Clapham Apil10 Vincent, Gresham st 

Porrow, Jous, Bri:tol, Tailor March 31 Gee, Bristol 

Roserts, Witiram Epwiy, Rhyl, Flint, Draper March 25 Gamlin & Williams, Rh: 1 
Rocers, Mary fornia, Penzance, Cornwall March 25 Rogers, Falmowth 

Rorrer, Grorcr, Aylsham, Norfolk, MD Aprill Forster, Aylsham 

ae | Wi111am Brown, Branseombe, Devon, Cattle Dealer March 20 Vallance, Ottery 


Smitruson, Rasnaa, envcineugs March 15 Gilling, Knaresbrough 

Sxowpvon, Saran Any, Southampton April10 Hickman & Son, Southampton 
Squire, Janez Soars, Lewisham May1 Hannay, South Shields 

Taytor, Jang Masters, Great Chapel st, Sobo April3 Mather, Argyle ter, Brockley 
Witsox, Rey Avexanper, Tottenham March 31 Howard & Shelton, Greenwich 
Waraut, Isanepta, Leeds March 31 Harland & Ingham, Leeds 
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, SS 
; Busnows, Joszrx, jun, Openshaw, Manchester Man- [| Jones, Seve, ee Mon, Innkeeper, Tredegar Pet 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. chestar Pet March § Ord Marsh 8 Feb 8 
Amended notice substituted for that publishe} in Jones, Evs~ Wituam, Bethesda, Tailor. Bangor Pet 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, March 10. a Or March 8 O:1d Mareh 8 
the London Gazette for Feb Lampert, James ALEXANDER, Thorne, Yorks, Clerk Shef- 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Hincuciivre, Joux Wittam Catres, Parsley, orks, Ord 
Bobbin Hurner ‘Bradford Pet Feb’ Ord Feb Sold Fe Mud Ded Bade 
Acxroyp, James, Cornholm, Todmorden Buraley Pet }. Loerrievr, Cusries, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist Wo!- 
March 6 Ord March 6 Amended notice substituted for that publiehe1 in the ver Pet March 2 Ord March 6 
Awnperson, James, Tunbridge Wells, Doctor Tunbridge London Gazette of Feb 21: Mavueuan, Henry, rn] Builder Newcastle on Tyne 
Wells Pet Feb9 Ord March 8 Waitt, Frep, 5 pln Puonmes Davis, and Koons u mae ” On ee " ~ sp sald 
b ham, Coffee uyx, Witiiam, Cliff Heo. 
Pet Jan Si Te Rochester Bet March 7 Ord Marcay 


Baskervitite, Wii ae Manchester, Tea Merchant Man- 
chester Pet March8 Ord March 8 

Bevan, Joun James, Little Pulteney st, y= ester ar ot 
ae d Victualler High Court Pet fF 

7 


Bsowy, Wit.iAm, Fowohope, Herefoids, Saddler Her-.- 
ford PetMarch6 Ord March6 

Buop, Harry Bentixcx, inne _. Surrey Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March7 Ord Mai 

CartmeLtt, Witiiam, Kendal, Deckantent, Commercial 

aveller Kendal Pet March 6 Ord March 6 

Casson, TuomAs, Manor mansions, Be'size Park High 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord March7 

CuipsHam, Joseru, Southport = NM Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet March7 Ord March 7 : 

Coorer, Witiiam James, Bristol, Plumber Bristol Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 

Cox, GzorcE, Vincent eq mavsions, Westminster, Horse 
Dealer High Sourt Pet Feb13 Ord March7 

Cross, Janez, Birmingham, Commission Agent Birming- 
ham Pet MarchsS Ord March 8 


Daviess, . + Camden _Town, Dairyzan High Court 
Pet Feb8 Ord March 7 

Dawson, Jouy, 8t John’s Wood, Fanier High Court Pet 
March 8 March 9 

Day, Hven, Bonchurch, I W, Grocer Newport Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 

De Merz, Percy, Princes st High Court Fet Nov 3 


Ord {March 7 
De Muyitiz, Josz Maria, ey oe a Store Dealer 
Liverpool Pet Feb 16 Ord M 
Derr, Epwarp ALrrep, Westminster tae Bridge rd, Shopfitter 
gh Court Pet March6 Ord March 6 
Dixoy, “Soon AS, | prey De Fish Dealer York Pet 
March 6 Ord Mare 
Exuis, Epwiy, Seuthport, Ironmonger Liverpool Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 
Fe.ruam, James, Holyhead, Anglesey Bangor Pet Mserch 
8 Ord March 8 
Gerrens, Faeperick, Deptford, Kent, Barman Greenwich 
Pet Feb 17 Ord March 7 
Goopatt, JosuvaA Hamitreon, Cieienl, Yorks, Miller 
Wakefield Pet Feb 21 Ord Mare 
Gray, Witu1AmM, and Herserr Gray, Kingston upon Hull 
= — Kingston upon Hull Pet March 8 Ord 
atch 8 
Hanns, Hesry, Lianelly, Commpstinee, Hotel Proprietor 
Carmarthen Pet March 7 Ord March 7 
Jounson, ARTHUR Biacey, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
Nottiogham Pet Feb 20 Ord March7 
JONES, Evan Wituiam, Bethesda, "Caroarvon Tailor 
Bangor Pet March S Ord March8 
LAMBERT, JAMES 11 Thorne, Yorks Sheffield 
Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Manson, Freperick, Leicester, Electrician Leicester Pet 
M i ¥ ee E} pent Belt Mak h 
ITCHELL Pose, arn 8 le er 
Court Feb 3 Ord March ~ 
Mons, ioe chime rs aed Rochester, Shepherd 
Rochester Pet March7 Ord March7 
Oaxtey, Ricuarp, West ———, _ West 
Bromwich Pet March8 Ord Marc 
Ouiver, Fiorence Mania, Poole, Ticwsed Victualler 
Poole Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Parker, Ropert, Darwen, Lancaster, Smallware Dealer 
Blackburn Pet March 8 Ord March 8 
Pearsatt, Bensamin, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler 
z yy Pet i 7 Ord March Y ons . 
- OSEPH, enyeral ontypri: ier idd 
‘et March 7 fd March 7 ype 


oe... Jouy, Taba Ironmonger Carmarthen Pet 
March 6 Ord h 6 


Mare! 
Rosertsoy, Roserr Bowsx, Boscombe, Hants Chc'ten- 


ham March 4 
Sosa, Cuarces, Walsall, Ironmonger Walsall Pet March 
Ord March 8 


Suomen Frep, ——. Laves, Joiner Burnley Pet 
March 7 Ord March 

Sipwe.., Henry, Sites, Derbys, Grocer Derby Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 

Smirn, Samvet Freperick, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet 
March 8 March 

Spink, Gzorce, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Le:ds Pet March 
7 Ord March7 

Spry, Percryay Gus, Fulham, Actor High Court Pet 
March7 Ord March 7 

Gremy, =, t Boot Maker Rochdale Pet 


Tuomas, JAMES, pemperses. ~~ Mason Newpo:t, Mon 
Pet March 6 Ord MW 

Wanrven, Agruve, oe = Builder Southimpton 
Pet March 6 Ord March 6 

Wass, Joszpuvs, Coalville, Leicesters, Joiner Bunton on 
Trent Pet March7 Ord March 7 

bets Cuartes, Kensington, Horse Dealer High Court 

Mareh7 Ord March 7 

Wen = Grorce Yeates, 8& George, B.istul, Baker 
Bristol Pet March6 Ord March 7 

Wituams, Wittiam Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet 
March 4 March 4 

Youne, Ropertr Cuarces. Kidderminster. Provision Dealer 
Kiddermiaster Pet March6 Ord March 6 

Amecded notice substituted for that published i in the 
London G.zette of March 3; 

Te orem J Tuomas, Bristol, Tin Piate Worker Bristol Pet 

Feb Ord Feb 


27 
Amenied notices paketituted for thoes blished in the 
talon ne oT 
Green rd, Cigar Merchant High 


Hvrwey, G, itn oat 
Court Pet Feb17 Ord March 3 





CHARLOTTE 
Chel! Pet Jan 3i Ord Feb 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Amato, Gazraxo, Leather In, Holborn, Clerk March 17 at 
11 uptey Carey 
Beare & Soy, Hounslow, Builders March 18 at1'.30 Off 


Rec, 95, Temple chm! av 
Benpatt, James Eowanrp. yl, Flint March 17 at 2.30 


Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

Bostock, ALBERT WiLL1AM, Northwich, Builder March 17 

atll Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Bawane, ~~ Limp field, Surrey, Grocer March 17 at 
ll Londoa 


; 24, Railway app, 
Burrows, JosrPn, jun, Manchester March 17 
at2.30 Off 


Openshaw, 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Casson, Tuomas, Sones ty t. ne park March 17 a‘ 
230 —_ = 
Dawson, Lewis, oF ete One Gonfectioner April 14 at 12 
Law r Courts, N 


ew rd, 
Der -— Epwarp ALFRED, Weseetatee Delton of, Ghepfitter 


17 at12 Bankruptcy rae, ri Pgh De 
Di “— ces ye March 
15 
Foro, Jonn yond oe STU sm ana hs ae Hants, 
Builder March 17 at 3 junc, 
High st, Portsmou' 
Gissarp, Joun, Great Bourton,Oxon March 18 at12 1, St 


Aldate’s, Oxford 
Green, Faepericx Coxrap, Cannon am Clerk March 17 at 
230 Bankru 


8, 

Houmes, Tuomas Kirnxwoop, po ae Newsagent March 
17at12 Off Ree, wave ¢ LD st, Preston 

Housuey, Corye.ivs, Green-road, — Merchant 
March 17 at 1L Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JENKINS, preted Apa, Bi Leicester, Grocer March 
17at 1230 Off Rec, 1, Bersidge Leicester 


Peterborough 
Flint, Printer March 17 at2 Crypt 


Eastgate row ter 
iueee, pet my mad ne Mente: Farmer March i7 


at 11.30 ‘otel, Crew 

Lewis, oe rag st, King’s - rd March 17 at 12 

Lo bean er Tobacconist 

EFFLEUR, ABLES, Vv} 

March 21 at3 Off Rec, Me ag 

NEtson, JaMEs, Tunbridge Tailor March 17 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, yee 

Pi.KineTon, soune Burmantofts, March 17 at 11 
Off Ree, 22 , Park row, Leeds 

Rasy, Ropert ba Stoke “et Beltmaker 
March 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 


REEvss, Ween Staines Mavch 20 at 11 eh *. Railway 
Sawyes, Frepericek Wit, 


Bristol March 21 at 4 
Couoty Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Cheshire March 17 at 10.15 


ees } oy I sibary, Market 
a 
Sryies, Witiiam, Banbury, Oxon, Victualler 
March 17 at 12 1, St “Aldate’s, tee 
Tart, L. gy me Manches‘er, Com- 


mission a SS = & 10.45 Of Rec, County 


chm! 
art ps March 20 at 


WILi1AMs, Aas Ltr rynsiencyn 
Draper M at 3.80 Crypt chmbre. i 
ester 
Wieser, Waar 
7at3 typecne oe 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ackroyp, Jam Cornholme, Todmorden Burnley Pet 
““Mareh 6 Ord March 6 J 
BaskERVILLE, Wutiam, Manchester, Tea Merchant Man- 
Pet March’8 Ord March 8 


ester 
Brooxmay, Epwagp, Deal, Kent, Seedsman Canterbury 
Pet Feb 15 Ord 


March 4 
Brown, Weta Fo erefords, Saddler Here- 
ford @” Ord March ¢ 
Conmee, p Taows, Bridge ter, Enfield Wash, Carri we 


Miller 


uilder Edmont Pet March2 Ord March 7 
Cone, We Wi! a see C Commercial Traveller Kendal 


{Photographic Dae Liver- 

Cross, Janez, Agent Birming- 

hain’ “Pet March 5 Ord March 8 mad 

Day, Hvucu, Bonchurch, I of W, Grocer Newport Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 

Dees, Bove > han Westminster Bridge rd, Shop- 


High Comt Pet ag 6 Ord 
Dixoy, bg Ca Yorks, Fish Dealer York Pet 
March 6 


CuipsHaM, ll Gocthnent 
Pet et 7 Ori 


rd March 6 
Ean, Goa Nicnovas, Binegar, —— em Cora 
——— pied a Feb9 Ord March - 
E.uis, Epwry, poi Suseame a Ae Pet 
G W ; oat : os 
RAY, WILLIAM, ERBiIRT Gray, 
General Merchants Kingston up: upon Hell More’ 8 


H ge onagoae Hotel Proprietor Carmartk: 
ENRY, 3 
mee ot ate, 3 “i ae tin 
gr, Pescy Jouy, Hac’ 2 igh Court 
Pit March 1 Ord March 6 a 


© 
Hva.ty, Cornetius reen rd, Merchant 
: Cigar 





Pet Feb 17 Oni March 7 


‘ 





Parser, Rovextr, Darwen, Lanes, + eed Dealer 
Pet March 8 Ord 


a 
PEARsaut, sucaee, Kidderminster, (eonsed Victuller 
r a ‘et March 7 Ord March ie 
RIDE, CHARLt Baslow Derbys, Hoel aes 
R. Lage Fulbans, ae High C 
AYMEsT EXRY, m, er ‘ow 
nae SE a caitid mates Help 
EES, JosEPH, aulier - 
pridd Pet Marco’? Ord 7 
Roseats, Joun, Lianelly, Iroamong r Carmarthen Pet 
March6 Ord March 6 
nee, a ‘Walsall, Iroamonger Walsall Pet March 
ate 5 anes, E‘don st High Court Pet Aug 23 Ord 
Ryorr, Josern, Denier Cheshire Ashton-under-L; 
Ba omy Ona Meehg Joiner Burnley ra 
xpeRs, Frep 
March 7 Ord 7 
Sawver, Feepsrick ae Bristol Cheltenham Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 
Sipwa.., Hevyey, Tibestoe, Grocer Derby Pet March 7 
8 tng Pet Feb 14 
KIDMORE, Joun, Handsworth Birmingham e! 
8 on 8 ie Leeds, Journeyman Jo’ 
MITH, AMUEL EDERICK, ‘01 o ner 
Leeds Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Soperperc, Cuartes Aveust, Camden Towa, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan 5 Ord Match 2 
Srenstey, Wituiam James, and Watrer Freperick 
Srenstey, and Ropert Craic, Cheater, Pr 
Merchants Chester Pet Feb 25 Ord 
Spink, Le Fruit Salesman Leeds Pet Marsh7 
a 
Spry. Percivat Gus, Fulham, Actor Court Pet 
March 7 Ord 7 - gi 
nt, Boot Maker Rochdale Pet March 
Sryies, Witiiam, Banbury, Licensed Victualler 
Banbury Pet Feb 27 
Tuomas, Ses “Foninew sd Mon, Mason Newport, Mon 
Pet March 6 Ord March 
Wairs, a , poland he Davis, and Lovisa 
CuargLorre Marso Coffee Dealers 


Pet Jam 81 Ord March 6 
Southampton, Builder Southampton 
March 6 


Wanrves, Argruu 
Pct March 6 
Wass, Josepuvs, Coalville, Leicester, Joiner Burton 
rete NEE Seepeer Souttl 
ILKINSON, AMES ERBERT, e ma) 
Leeds "Pe; Nov 2t Pet March — 


Wicirams, Witttam Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 
Youne, Roperr Cuarces, Kidderminster, Provision Dealer 
Pet March 6 Ord March 6 


Kiddermioster 
Amende1 notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 10: 
Hiscucurvs, Joss Witt Carrer, Farsley, Yorks, 
Bobbin ‘Turner Bradford Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Gazette of March 7 


Bvusrows, JosErn, jun., Opeoshaw, Manchester, Tobacconist 
Manchester Bot Much 3 Ord March 8 


ADSURERAET ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
RDER RESCIN i 


Migsnrn, Lamacy age W 18, 1802 Adjud 
x ec 892 
Aug 18, 1892 Res and Anoul March 7, 1899 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Apams, Marcaret, Oxford Oxford Adjud Jan 10, 1908 
Annul Jan 12, 1899 


Bevan, " 
Cierk 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, March M4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arux, Epwarp, Corfe Castle, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet 
‘ Feb “4 Ord or 10 
stLey, Artuus Cartwricat, Dudley, Grocer Dudley 

Pet March 9 Ord March 9” 

BairstowrE, Tuomas, Leeds, Boot Dealer Leeds Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

—~r Ly i= © Sonam, Grocer Rochester 

am, w shoves, earch —~ FR Norfolk, Labourer 

= Ord March 10 

PRR ny Anza, Oldham Iron Tarner Oldbam 
Pet March 6 Ord March 

>| ANN Qos Wasez, Tee Codcheiige, Cornwall, Draper Truro 

Pei 

Bracecirviy, Samvugt, on, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet Feb 25 Ord ee Gong 

Breytroy, Witt1am James, St 
Maker Truro Pet March 11 

out, | ot haath 8” Torquay, Baker 

Brown, Jony, Eaton, Derbys, Builder Derby Pet 
March 9 ey hs 


Brumrsiv, Atonza Leonrpa: a fil Inventor 
Gourt Pet Jan 6 Ord March - 


Cartse, Hepiey Ervest, Estelle B Comm >rcial 

co ravgler ~~ Pet March 9 Bert oe y 
PEN, Sypyey WILt1aM, . art3- 
"mouth Pet March 8 "Ord . 
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Corset, THomas Burcess, Crewe, Boot Dealer Nantwich | 
rd March 11 


Pet March 11 

DAtitex, Epwix Witiram, Gloucester, ry Merchant 
Gloucester Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Furstorr, James Wittiam, Blackburn, Drog — Pro- 
prietor Blackburn Pet Feb 24 Ord March 1 

Wituram Apert, 

m, Surrey Pet March8 Ord March 8 

GreEexwoop, Rosert Bvens, Bacup, Brush Manufacturer 

Rochdale Pet March10 Ord March 10 

Hames, Harry Mvyxmay, Rushden, Northampton, 
Chemist Northampton Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Ha»monp, Atrrep, Merthyr — Driver Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet March 11 Ord March 

Jzewe.. Katuesixe, Clare Market High Court Pet Jan 
80 Ord March 10 


om Srssee, Broadwey, Dorset, Baker Dorchester Pet 


Lor, ARTHUR et and Joux Hexry Howarp, Gaibatond, 
Builders Guildford Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Ma tpas, eee Leicester, Boot Retailer Leicester Pet 
March 9 O1d March 9 

Mv tes, as Grorcs, Pentre, Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet March 10 c 

Mcrttiow, Jouy, Birminghen, Solicitor Birmingham Pet 
March 11 Ord March 1 

Pemsertoy, Henry, ar Boatman Wolver- 
~~ Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

~—— ee ee Dorset, Whole- 

Dorchester Pet Feb 23 Ord March 10 

Samos, nll Hewny, Kettering, Engineer Northamp- 
ton’ Pet Feb 16 Ord March 4 

Scott, Saucer, Hunslet, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet March 
9 Ord March 9 


Saaw, Gzorcze Epwarp, Great Grimsby, Coal Dealer 
Great Grimsby Pet March 8 -Ord March § 
—- J, + Kensington, Builder High Court Pet 


Srvees, Ricnarp _ my Hednesford, Staffs, Grocer Walsall 
Pet Nov 8 March 8 

Tuomas, Witi1a™ Josepu, Haverfordwest, Painter 
broke Dock Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Wa rox, Hesry, and Toowas Watton Honstey, Brig- 
house, Yorks, Dyers Halifax Pet March 10 Ord 


0 
Wituams, Hexrey Howanp, Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 
tualler rthen Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Waicnt, Joux, Alfreton, Derbys, Clothier Derby 
March 9 Ord March 9 
FIRST MEE1INGS. 
James, Todmorden March 24 at 130 Exchange 
Nicholas st, Burnley 


GARDINER, 
K 


Pem- 


Pet 





Hampton, Riemcege 


| Barnstow, fe Leeds. Boot Dealer March 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


| | Bazpwrs, Hewry Jaues, seein, Grocer April 10 at 12 


115, High st, Rocheste' 

BrapswortH, ARTHU nwOldham, Tron Turner March 21 at 
11.45 Off Rec, Bank chmbra, Queen st, Oldham 

Bevan, Jonny James, Little Pulteney st, Leicester sq, 
Licensed Victualler March 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Binca, a ick, Kidsgrove, Staffs, Baker March 22 at 
11 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

Brake, Ann WEREY, ‘Wadebridge, Cornwall, Draper March 
22at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Boac, Tuomas, Middlesborough, "Glass Dealer March 22 
at3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Bripuez, ye Torquay, Baker March 29 at 10.45 Off 
Rec, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Britt or .e HN, bboy Sheffield, Builder March 23 at 
12 ff Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Brvureip, Atoyxzo Leonipas, Norfolk st, Strand, Inventor 
March 93 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Catper, Henry Svumyer, Newport. Mon, Restaurant 
Keeper March 21 at 11.30 Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 
Mon 

Cayyox, Jonny Tuomas, Enfield Wash, Carriage Builder 
March 23 at 30ff Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Carter, Hepiey Esnest, Eastville, Bristol Commercial 
Traveller March 22at1 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Casumorer, James. King’s Norton, ‘Worcestershire, Boot 
Dealer March 23 at 12 174, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

Ciirsnau, Josepu, Southport, Photographic Dealer March 
22at12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Co.es, Harry, Weénesbury March 22 at 10.380 Off Rec, 
Walsall 


Cooper, WittiAm James, Bristol Plumber March 22 at 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Grocer, Cardiff 


CosstetT, Gwitym, Caerphilly, Glam, 
March 21 at 3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Cox, Grorcr, Vincent sq mansions, Westminster Horse 
Dealer March 23at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davies, Ronert, Camden Town, Dairyman March 21 at 
11 Bankzuptcy bldga, Carey st 

Dawson, Jony, St. John’s Wood, Farrier March 23 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Day. Hveu, Bonchurch, fof f W, Grocer March 27 at 11.30 

Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, lof W 

De Merz, Percy, Princ:s st March 21 at 2.30 Bank- 
ga bldgs, Carey st 

Fry. Jonny, Cardiff, Hay Dealer 117, 8t 
Mary st, Cardiff 


March 23 at 11 


| 
| 


| a Noan, 


Guass, Jonny, Tolworth, Surre a Builder March 21 at 12.30 
24, way app, London 
Gray, Wittram, and Hersert Geer, qe upon Hull, 
Refiners March 21 at 11 Off Ree, inity 


ouse In, 
Gre, Jonny, Burnley, Cotton Operative March 2! at 1 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, y 


Haynett, Grorcze Scmvnez, Nottingham, Commission 
ent March 24 at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


Notting’ 

Ho tr, J. = Middleton, Lancs, Coal Merchant March 21 
ati1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

aa. te. Rosert Horwoop Percy, Craven st, Strand, 
Commission Agent Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jacoss, Morris, Plumstead March 21 at11.30 24, Rail- 
way app, London Bridge 

Jewett, ATHERINE, Clare st, Clare ’ aaa March 21 at 
at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, ‘Carey st 

LAw Ler, J py James, Upper Brighton, Chester, Plum ber 
March 22at10 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv erpool 

Legs, J. —— Coleford, Glos, Bookseller March 21 at 11 
Wes eatgate brs, Newport, Mon 

Lyte, Wituram Bray, Cardiff, tin March 28 at 11.30 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Macuiy, beige Mg Stoke on Trent, Grocer March 
Qatil Of xg. Newcastle under Lyme 

Mc fk dl — and woMAs FREDERICK McDonA.p, 
Birming’ ham, Hardware Merchants March 24 at 11 
174, Genpenntion st, Birmiogaam 

Mony, WILLIAM, Cliffe at Hoo, nr Rochester, Shepherd 
April 10 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Marson, Freperick, Leicester. , Electrician March 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Regent st, Electrical Belt Maker March 

Lat12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pg Tuomas, and Davip ho 3¥, Walsall, Grocers 

March 22 at 11 Of Rec, Walsall 
March 22 at 11 





| 


. Mon 
| ToLiey, Josern, Cradley Heath, Staffs 


Scort, SAmvet, Hunslet, Leeds, Painter, 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

ae, Joux, Handsworth March 23 at 11 17 4, Cor- 
poration st, Birming’ 

Tuomas, James, Pontnewydd, ~ Mason March 21 at 12.30 
Westgate chmbra pte 


March 21 at 2.30 
ff Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Tow Ty" "ALFRED JAME s, Walsall, Coal Dealer March 22 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 
Tcckxer, Tuomas, Bristol, Tin Plate Worker March 22 at 12 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 





Warsow, WittiAm Farvet, South Moreton, Berks, Tutor 
March 21 at3.30 1, Bt Aldate’s. Oxford 








~ DAVID BURNETT & Co. (LATE BEAN, BURNETT, & ELDRIDGE). 


ESTABLISHED ises. 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, Estate Agents, 15, Nicholas Lane, London, E.C. Telephone 5,663, Bank. 


ction Sales.—Messrs. 

DAY BURNETT & CO. beg to 

announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 

FREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD ESTATES, houses, 

Bites wl building land, reversions, life policies, and 

pA the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., 

the FIRST and THIRD TUESDAYS in each month 

eoaghies the year. Properties included on moderate 

- terms, which may be — supiienticn a — 

Auction, Land, a a Offices, 15. icho ane, 
London, E.C. 


SALE MARCH 21. 
WALWORTH. 
Excellent Leasehold Investments —T wo Houses and Shops, 
Nas. ning ts £89 128 D Let at rentals, one on lease, 
_ +8 = annum. Lease 8) = un- 
expired. G sd-ren per annum cach. —Mes 
AVID BU ENET? & CO. will SELL the 
above at the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 21. 
of Mesers Farlow & Fuller, Solicitors, 1, 
—< court, oe s-lane, E.C ; or of the Auctioneers, 
Nicholas-lane, E 





; an 

Frechold Building Land, ripe for immediate dev+lopment, 

in Wiverton-road, pees re Frontage 160ft , euit- 
able for nine villas of ¥.—Messrs. 

AVID BURNETT 4 & CO. will SELL the 

ore by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 


Sliders of Pasco Daphne, Ex4., Solicitor, 22, Basing- 
hall-strect, E.C.: or of the ’ Auctioneers, 15, 
lane, EC. 


Nicholas- 


~ GRAVESEND. 

Freehold Detached Residence, known as Kelso Lodge, Glen 
View, well situated, 1%) fect above sea level, commanding 
lovely — Bix good bedroome, bath room, four 

; Pleasure grounds of about an acre, 
rien ws "well stocked with fruit trees. With 


[vids BUBNETT & CO. will SELL the 
above AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, MARCH 21. 

Particulars of . Golding & Hargrove, Solicitors, 99, 
Cannes, EC.; or of the Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas- 
SHEPHELD’S BUSH. 

Ate lew reserve. IE ie 9 semi-detached Residence, No. 

epi Perey - 


£28 per annum. lease Tae bh Fears 
oe 2 aE. £7 108. per annum. 
Tv ID BUENETT & CO. will BELI, the 


2 by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 


Particulars A Mesers. & Sons, 27, Spa tivest, 
WE.; wate inne 16, Nicholas-lane, BA 





CHELSEA, 

Near Sloane-square Station.—Private Residence, No. 20, 
Wellington-square, containing 14 rooms. Rental value 
£65, Occupied by owner, who will give possession June 
24. Also stabling in the rear, let at 12s. a week; and 
an Improved Leasehold preted of £5 per annum 
on Nos, 21 and 22.— Messr: 

AVID BURN ETT & CO. will SELL the 
oes PROPERTY by AUCTION, atthe MART, on 

MARCH 2 
™ Particulars of Messrs. Segar, Bastard, & Co., Solicitors, 

s oy lm t, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas- 
ane , 





MILE-END 
By direction of the Trastees of John Furtado, Esq., 
deceased.—A commanding building site, now occupied by 
the block of seven dwelling-houses, Nos. 18 to 30, Cam- 
brie ge-road, 
cccupying a very important business position, having a | 
frontage of about 108ft. and a superficial area of 7,600 ft., 
and particularly adapted for shop Property, which will 
be Let by Public Auction on building lease by Messrs. 
AVID BURNETT & CO., atthe AUCTION 
MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 2),in One Lot. 
Particulars of Joseph Harw yood, Esq., Solicitor, 90, 
9 ain E.C.; or of the Auctionecrs, 15, Nichol 18 
ane 


SALE APRIL 18. 
TOTTENHAM. 
Six excellent Villa Residences, with double bay windows, 
on high ground, near Bruce-grove Station, known as 
Nos. 15 to 25, Mount Pleasant-road, Let at £30 each, 
worth £34. Tenants pay all rates and taxes. Leases 4 
Ground-rent £6.—For BALE by AUCTION, 
parate Lota, by Mesers. 
Die BU RNETT & CO., at the MART, 
on TUESDAY, APRIL 1. 
Particulars of the Cem, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 
Freehold Ground-rents,—Messrs. 
I AVID BURNETT & CO. will Submit to 
AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, APRIL 
“a fe = following’ well-secured FREEHOLD GROUND- 
ry per annum, secured upon Nos, 1 to 4, Knowle povillas, | 
Hampden-road, Hornse ey; ene ten Ae six times secured, 
_ £21108, per annum, secured upon three private residences | 
J The Avenue, Bruce-grove, Tottenham; abundantly 
"Pastioctess of the Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





within a few yards of Mile-end-gate, | 


STAMFORD HILL, 
| an old-fashioned Residence, distinguished as The Limes, 
‘codberry Down, in good repair, with stabling and 
singularly lovely grounds of about 1} acre, well- 
timbered, sloping from the house to the New River Lake. 
The house contains 10 bedrooms, three reception rooms, 
bath room, and domestic offices. This is quite a unique 
property, and especiall: attractive to those requiring a 
comfortable abode, wi five miles of the City, and 
possessing many of the - AL. of the country. With pos- 
session.—Messrs. 
AVID BURNETT & CO. will SELL the 
above by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 
APRIL 18. P ee 
Particulars of Messrs. Mills, Lockyer, & Mills, Solicitors, 
2, Brunswick-p ace, C ity-road, N.; Messrs. rman Bros , 
Estate Agents, Stoke Newington ‘Station ; or of the Auc- 
tioneers, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





STAMFORD HILL. 

A charming Family Residence, No 5, Amhurst-park, in the 
best part of this favourite road, containing six bedrooms, 
dressiog room, bath room, three reception rooms, long 
garden. Lease about 70 years wnengeee. Grount-rent 
£11. Possession June 24 next.—Messr! 

AVID BURNETT & CO. ‘will SELL the 
pave by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 

APRIL 1 
Particulars as in preceding adv erticement. 


HAMMERSMITH. 

Excellent Weekly Property, comprising ten dwelling 
houses, Nos. 2 to 20 (even), Raynham-road, close to 
station, producing £312 per oun. Ground-rents £4 10s. 
and £5 each house. Lease 70 years unexpired.—Messrs. 

AVID BURNETT & CO. wil SELL the 
above by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 

E.C,, on TUESDAY, APRIL 18, in Five Lots. 

Particulars of Messrs, Mullens & Bosanquet, Solicitors, 

11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 15 

| Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


BALE MAY 16, « 


HAMPSTEAD. 
| | High-class investment in well-built properties let on repair- 
ing leaves comprising Six Private Residences in the best 
part of Hampstead, substantially built with every modern 
neg ey and let to first class tenants on strict repair- 
leases at £125 annum each ~-Messrs. i 

"yAVID BURNETT & CO., have been in- 
structed to Bubmit the above PROPERTY to 

| AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MAY 16. 
Particulars will be ready in the course of a few days, and 
may ra be obtained of the Auctionecrs, 16, Nicholas- 
lane, FE. 
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Weeks, Groncz Yeates, Bristol, Baker March 22 at 12.45 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


West, Wittiam Epwarp, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman March 
2Qlati1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Wic =e Asert, Coalway Lane End, Glos, Grocer 

March 21at12 Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Wi. por Ricnarp Howe tt, Cathajs, Cardiff March 21 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wincer, Artuur, Walsall, Stirrup Manufacturer March 
23 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 


Amended notice substituted for that oe in the 
London Gazette of March 1 


Joxgs, Epwarp, Peterborough, Gardener yee 14 at 12 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. ‘ 


Astiey, Arruur Cartwericut, Dudley, Grocer Dudley 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Sapevew ra sone, Leeds, Boot Dealer Leeds Pet March 

March 8 

me. Heyry James, Sheerness, Grocer Rochester 
Pet March10 Ord March 10 

Bass, Joun Rosert, jun, Gorleston, Lemme Labourer 
G Yarmouth Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

BeapswortH, Artruur, Oldham, Iron Scan Oldbam 
Pet March6 Ord March 6 

Buake, ANN Wenrry, en, Cornwall, Draper 
Truro Pet March Ord March 9 : 

Bostock, ALBERT WILLIAM, Noithwich, Builder Nantwich 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 9 

Breyton, Witi1am James, St Enoder, Cornwall, Boot 
Maker Truro Pet Marchil Ord March 11 

Bripwe, oy Torquay, Baker Exeter Pet March 8 

March 8 

Brown, Joun, Long Faton, Derbys, Builder Derby Pet 
March 9 Ord March 9 

Carter, Hepitey Ernest, Bristol, eens Traveller 
Bristol Pet March 9 ee March 


Berkeley rd Chalk. Farm High Court 
rd March 10” 
CiarE, Artuvur, Harringay, Commercial 


Traveller 

Edmonton Pet Feb2 Ord March 9 

Corrzn, Sypvney Wiiiram, Gosport, Boot Maker Ports- 
mouth Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Consett, Tuomas Burgess, he Boot Dealer Nantwich 
Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Daten, Epwix WI1iam, — _ Merchant 
Gloucester Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Davies, Ropert, Camden Town, Saieunn High Court 
Pet Feb8 Ord March 10 

Dawson, Joun, 8t John’s Wood, Farrier HighCourt Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

Fraser, Catnuertne Lovisa, James st Mansions, Bucking- 
ham Gate High Court Pet Dec 24 Ord ste 10 

Garpinern, Wittiam Abert, H 
Kingston, Surrey Pet March 8 Ord ey 8 

GipBarD, Joun, Great Bourton, Oxon Banbury Pet 
Feb 24 Ord March 10 

Guass, Joun, ee ney Builder Kingston, Surrey 

et March 3 Ord Mare 

Goopnicn, ALFRED Morris, ae Apsrigam Goranskt, Gravel 
lane, Mantle Manufacturers High Court Pet Jan 26 
Ord "March ll 

Green, Freperick Gomnan, Cannon st, Clerk High Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord March 

GreENwoop, Ropert Bu id Bacup, Brush Manufacturer 
Rochdale Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Hames, Hargy Munxman, Rushden, a gm Chemist 

Sinesup Aaress Bene fom, Driver. Merthyr Tydfil 

‘AMMOND, ALFRED, yr river 

Pet March 11 Ord March - 

Ivcram, WituiamM BE tt, et st, Merchant High 
Court PetDec2 Ord March 11 

Joy, Apert, Broadwey, Dorset, Baker Dorchester Pet 
March 8 Ord March 9 

Ly_e, WiLi1Am Bray, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet March 
8 Ord March 9 


Mu es, Sipney Gzorcs, Pentre, Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Oakey, Ricuarp, West Bromwich, Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Premperton, Henry, Wolverhampton, oe Wolver- 
hampton Pet March10 Ord Mar 

Rerce, Wii11am Ropert, Copthall ay High ct Pet Dec 

21 Ord March 


REEves Wa ter, Staine; Kin m, Surrey Pet March 
2 Ord Marchs _ Mo 


Scorr, Samvet, ate, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet 
March 9 Ord Marcel 

Suaw, Grorce hone Gt Grimsby, Coal Dealer Gt 
Grimsby Pet March8 Ord March 8 

Tuomas, WittiAm Josern, Haverfordwest, Painter Pem- 
broke Dock Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Unscu, Mariz, Dean st, Soho, Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec 29 Ord March 10 

Warroy, Henry, and Tuomas Sasen Horstry, Brig- 
am orks, Dyers Halifax Pet March 10 Ord 


March 10 
= Gesnene, Kensiogton, Horse Dealer High Court 


Casson, THOMAS, 
Pet Feb 16 





Amended ‘eis substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 3 
Lioyp, Ciara Anne, South Norwood Brighton Pet Feb 
2% Ord Feb 28 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED., 


Epwarp, James Low, Belvedere rd, Lambeth, Commercial 
z “veh ‘ ae Court Adjd Aug 3, 1893 Annul 
‘arch 


Suny, Jou, 8t Jude st, Bethnal Green rd, Whalebone 
ee High Court Adjd Dee 10, 1898 Annul 


CLARKE, Wisseas Macclesfield, Butcher Macclesfield 
Adjd Oct 17, 1898 Anaul March 8, 1899 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


———— sO ————er—Ee dD 





Miss MALONY, care Jad va Mrs. Whitaker, Moores- 


“T have been taking Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa 
with considerable benefit. In a few weeks my 
friends to remark my ht before looks, and 
I gained one stone in weight before I was two 


months taking it. I think it is the only thing 
that really does all that the advertisement 
claims for it,” 


“Of undoubted purity and strength.” 


“In the front rank of really valuable foods.” 


—Medical Magazine. 


— Lancet. 











STRENGTHENING? 








beverage, it 
diastase give 








DR. TIBBLES’ VI-COCOA is a nourishin 
great restorers of vitality—Coco, Kola, 
out as a builder up of tissues, a promoter of vigour, and in short it has 
all the factors — make robust health. Being a deliciously flavoured 

leases the most fastidious palate. Its active powers of 

ne to the stomach. 
and however indigestible the food taken with it at any meal, it acts as 
a solvent and assimilative. 


beve! 
ops, an: 


containing four 
Malt. It stands 





, and promote the flow of gastric juice, 


The Rev. F. F. TAYLOR, Suddenham, vid Man- 
chester, writes :— 

‘I like Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa very much, and 
have used it every day. I believe it is ali you 
represent it to be. It is far away to be preferred 
to tea, coffee, and other cocoas.” 





R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 
First in Honours Jurisprudence and Roman Law, 

First in Honours Common Law and Equity, Honourman 
Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitioner and University Law Scholar, 
yr! for all Law Examinations.—Apply 61, Fore-street, 





AW.—Solicitor (28), Nort _Countryman, 
admitted 6 years, (Conveyancing, 
Common Law, and Advocacy) ; 5 a orks, county of 
Durkam, or Newcastle preferred.—Apply, Amicus, care of 
“ Solicitors’ Journal,’’ 27, Chancery-lane. 


AW.—Solicitor (1899) Desires Managing 
Clerkshi einen rvision (Country) ; Conveyancing 
and General Work; salary; chief o ject experience, 


—Trr ©, St. . John’s, Wallingford. 


AW PARTNERSHIP. —Solicitor (Oxford 

Graduate) with capital Desires - in or 

near Oxford or Abingdon.—A , Messrs, Darley & 
Cumberland, 36, John-street, Tet, Ww.c. 


UNIOR CLERK.—Wanted, in Solicitor’s 
Office at the West End, a a ble Junior Clerk, with 











foie Shorthand ae ete cation cae know. 

=. ’ » Stal ex- 

penence, an a salary BO, on of “Street 
5, 5, Berle-street, 1 





YONVEYANCING.. — Managing Convey- 

Fay Clerk (age 34, unadmitted), at’ it with 
yap Son in provinces, res Re-e ent in London ; 
fi lass London ee accustomed to > honey matters 
and to act without su expert draftsman ; 
references.—Lonponer, “ Solicitors” Journal” Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Fi8t4BLIsHED City Business, with con- 
siderable legal work, Requires a Solicitor who could 
mame influence £500 to £1,000 capital ; liberal terms,— 





cery-lane, W.C. 


((OUNSEL'S CLERKSHIP Wanted by 


Solicitor’s Clerk ; good references and experienve.— 
W» ‘Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane. 


J ORNS, ‘CLERK (age e 16) Desires ‘En- 
yment with Barrister or Solicitor. her —Arely, Mr. 
Bases oop’s CLERK, 20, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn 


AN TED, by a Solicitor (unadmitted), 
1908, 0 an: A, Lut B. a cnt ae . ae 
oom a eed Parva 


established on peas, Lex, 
Ley Sudbury, ™ 























Address, er ink, care of “ Solicitors’ Journal, ” 97, Chan- | 





i i 


TAMMERING.— Mr. Mason, Specialist 

from 1876, effects a Permanent Cure, by corre- 

spondence or personally. Treatise and 2,000 example cases 
lent free.—138, Lordship-road, Clissold-park, N. 


RE YOU REQUIRING A SCHOOL? P 
Parents can have, free of charga, a selection of 
Prospectuses and full details of the best —_ most suitable 
Schools for Boys and Girls in England and abroad.—Tue 
UNIVERSAL Scuoon AceEncy, 422, Strand, Lenten. 


£ 90 YEARLY. — Inclusive fees for 

Daughters of Professional Men of limited 
means; board and education in high-class school: accom- 
plishments; masters.—Jor, “‘ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 
bz, Chancery-lane. 








\ ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the- 
September 


Weekly Reporter, s cape Tes, dated 


24th, 1898; 6d. a, oe be paid for same at the Office, 


27, Chancery-lane, W 


ASratais AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE 
(vid Carlisle), situated in one of the finest Stock- 
raising districts of the country. Practical and scientific 
Success in Examinations of Insti- 

arms, creamery, 


instruction. 
tution. Preparation for colonies. Six farms, 
workshops. 

J. SMITH HILL, B.A., B.Se., Principal. 


“ALUATIONS of Modern and Old LACES. 
Hi pas oe ven for Old Point and Modern Real 


Laces, Old Embroi 
Bond-street. Established 1770 in Oxford-street 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASd MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
the Lord Chancellor, the Ley -y of the 
» Corporation of 


of London, 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS' Ag 2 ra 
and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Clerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes Ui niversity and Clergy Gowas, 
ESTABLISRED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








To Her Joo 


Law Town 


ay ~ ke i 11, Ola’ 





















Seager 
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a 
QRt COMPANY'S PLEASURE 


CRUISE 
By-their Steamship LUSITANIA, 3,912 tons register, 


Leaving Villefranche (Nice) 28:h March, for CIVITA 
VECCHIA (for Rome), KATAKOLO (for Olympia’, 
NAUPLIA, PIRZUS (for Athens), SMYRNA (for 
Ephesus), CONSTANTINOPLE, MUDANIA, SAN- 


TORIN, SUDA BAY (for Canea), MALTA, GOLETTA | 
(for Tunis), ALGIERS, GIBRALTAR, and LISBOY, | 


arriving back in London 5th May. 





String Band, electric light, hot and cold baths, ated 
cuisine. 


Managers : F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 





For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, London, > Cc. + to the West-End Branch Officer, | 


16, Cockspur-street 





TERMINABLE DEBENTURES.  — 
NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. 


Chairman - - - H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. 
CAPITAL - - - £1,000,000. 
Called Up, £200,000. Unealled, £800,000. 





gy ony money 2 Sone ies five or 
Rv me aterest payable -yearly by coupons 
to the Bonds. 


By ly Articles of Association the issue of Debentures 
is restricted to the amount of the uncalled capital, and 
they are secured by a Trust Deed, establishing a prefer- 
ential charge thereon for the holders. 

and full information as to the rates of 
interest may be obtained from the Manager, 8, Great 

Winchester street, London, E.C. 





i 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND | 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Lonrzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.] 
Established 1536. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made cither at annual interest or for deferred 
=e. Policies 

D. A. BUMSTED, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


LOMSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LOMSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER £ SHEPHEAERD, 
LAW and PARLIAMESTARY PRINTERS. 


Pastssmestazy Brits, Miscres oy Evipesce, ow OF 
Rerreesct, S1sTEMENTs oF Crain, Axewrns, &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, uaeazinee. 
NEWSPAPERS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing—large or small. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY LEPORTER. 


@, CHANCERY LANE, WC. 











‘BRAND & CO’S 


STATIONERY FOR SOLICITORS. 
FREDERICK CORSE, 


' 
LAW AND GENERAL STATIONER, | 
BEDFORD ROW HOUSE, 55, Theobald’s 
Road, London, W.C. | / ey 

NEW PRICE LISTS NOW READY, - 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 





TREATMENT 5 ee. 


'DALRYM PLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
| For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
} R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Sepetandan. 








SOLICITORS? al BRIEF B BAGS. 


BEST QUALITY. HAND SEWN, 
LONDON MADE. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 





| HI! G H SH OT H O U Ss E, 3| These Bags are specially Strong and 


ST, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


se. 
wie decades, Si der the Acts an ve and edits. Sem, Capacious for Solicitors’ U 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOJSE, 


| P. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb. ), M.B.C.8. (Eng.) | 391 me 192, Flost-street; 1 | 1&2 b Chancery “lane, London, E.C 





INEBRIETY. Jones's Solicitor’s Clerk. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
Fifth and Revised Edition. 


PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M.B., | 
Price 2s. Gd. 


M.B.C.P. Lond. Principal : H. M. RILEY, ‘Assoc. Soc 

Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience ecelicnt 
and Medical References. For and particulars 

opply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

Lonvon : 


| EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royat Excuanes. 
SPECIALTIES THE KELLY LAW-BODK COMPANY, LTD., 
TY, SELL, OR EXCHANGE 
For INVALIDS. a0) we at mt DESCRIPTIONS. 
‘ ; : A Large Stock of Second-hand Law Reports and 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, with Order. Valuations upon Moderate Terms. 
A COLLECTION OF ENGRAVED LEGAL PORTRAITS. 
Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS REEVES & TURNER, 
eee a ee LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 








Text-books o1 Sale. 
New Books supp'ied at a discount of 20 per cont. for cash 
BEEF TEA s Catalogues post-free. Telegrams: “I nwgiver, London,” 
MEAT JUICE, Gc., Ut 8coUr’s INN GATE, CAREY SI, LONDON, W.C. 








Libraries Valued or Purchased, 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports aad Text-boo’ s 
ways on on Sale. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 100. CHANCERY LANE f & CAREY STREET, 


: SIXTH EDITION. REVISED AND CORRECTED. 
8vo. Price 18s. 


THE INSTITUTES OF JUSTINIAN, 


BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 








GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 
With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes, 
By the late THOMAS COLLETT SANDARS, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. 
BREAKFAST—SUPPER. Loxpox : LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO. 





COMPLETE VALUATIONS for the LEGAL PROFESSION, 
EXECUTORS, &c., of Personal and Household Effects 
according to the requirements of H.I'1. Court of Probate. 


SPINK 


1&2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 
17 & 18, PICCADILLY, LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 
PROMPTITUDE. LOW CHARCES. 





Compless 


& SON, Ppisne 


Valuations 





DISTANCE NO OBJECT. 
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